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: Mz. Justice Pzarson and Mr. Justice A. L. Surru will be the 
t Stra tong vacation judges. 








2 at 0 Me. Farrer and Mr. Lavie will act as the vacation registrars of 
Queen aff the Chancery Division. 

3 at 

2 at ol We sexieve that there are now upwards of fifty actions set down 
3 atom inthe chancery cause books which have been marked with the 
afte g letters Q.B., indicating that they are liable to be transferred, when 


oocasion requires, to the Queen’s Bench Division for trial. 





















Ir wit BE SEEN from the report of the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, that that body have taken prompt steps 
towards obtaining the reversal of the unfortunate action of Mr. 
Gzzcory, M.P., in procuring the perpetuation in the new Bank- 
mptcy Bill of the provision of section 49 of the present Act, to 
the injustice of which (as evidenced in the recent case of Cooper 
v Prichard) we called attention some time ago. We have reason 
to believe that the subject is receiving the careful attention of Mr. 
Cuampertain, who, it will be remembered, did not in his Bill as 
introduced propose to-re-enact the provision. 





As A FURTHER ILLUsTRatION of the inconvenience caused by the 
judges of the Chancery Division going on circuit there may be men- 
tioned an application made on Thursday to Mr. Justice Nort. It 
ee het Mr. Justice Pzarson, after hearing an application in 
bers, reserved judgment and subsequently made an order in 
chambers, none of the parties being present. Before the parties knew 
the purport of the order, the learned judge had left town for the 
‘assizes, all his actions having been transferred to Mr. Justice Nortu. 
One of the parties desiring to appeal from the order, moved Mr. 
Justice Norra to vary the order, with the view, apparently, of 
having the motion refused, so as to afford opportunity for an appeal. 
On Mr. Justice Norrn’s declining to hear the motion on the ground 
of want of jurisdiction, the appellant asked for the certificate of 
the learned judge that he required no further argument. This 
request was, of course, refused, and the parties are left at 
liberty to follow Mr. Justice Pxarson on the Northern Circuit to 
procure from him a certificate to that effect, probably too late to 
carry in their appeal. 





Wuarrver zenerir might be gained by the concessions made 
by Mr. CHAMBERLAIN upon clause 68 of the Bankruptcy Bill as 
originally introduced (clause 74 of the amended Bill), with respect 
to the power of trustees in certain cases to pay the moneys of 
estates in bankruptcy into a local bank, instead of into the 
Bankruptcy Estates Account in the Bank of England, appears 
likely to be neutralized to a great extent in many cases if the 

tion of a ‘local bank,” introduced into the interpretation 
clause at the instance of Mr. Cuampertary, be ultimately adopted. 
By the interpretation clause, as amended in Committee (clause 


ole of 168), “local bank ’ means any bank in, orin the neighbourhood 
ves df, the bankruptcy district in which the proceedings are taken.” In 
WM HE cases where the trustee appointed by the creditors resides or carries 
ym, “dusiness in the neighbourhood where “the proceedings are taken,” | 






this definition may be sufficiently wide for all practical purposes, but it 
Will be otherwise in a numerous class of cases in which the trustee 
may reside at some distance from the district where the proceedings 









are taken. It appears to us that what is wanted in such cases 
is the appointment of a local bank in the neighbourhood where 
the trustee resides or carries on business, into or out of which he 
can make his payments. Again, clause 97, sub-clause 2, of the 
amended Bill contains provisions for the transfer of p i 

from one court to another by the prescribed authority. Now, if 
the words ‘‘ are taken,” in the definition of “‘local bank,” mean 
what they appear to us to do—viz., ‘‘ are instituted ”’—the appoint- 
ment of a local bank would be limited to one in the neighbourhood 
of the court where the proceedings were originally taken, and, 
notwithstanding that such proceedings might be transferred to 
another court for the more convenient and economical working of 
the estate, the transfer of such proceedings would not authorize 
the appointment of a local bank in the neighbourhood of the court 
to which the proceedings may be transferred. We hope that this 
point, which is one of considerable importance in a great number 
of cases, will be provided for before the Bill is finally disposed of. 





Tue AcricutrvraL Hotprxes Bri has passed through the critical 
stage of Committee on clause 1, which establishes the three main 
principles on which the measure is founded—namely, that the im- 
provements to be paid for by the landlord should be definite im- 
provements of certain specified classes; that compensation should 
be payable on the tenant’s quitting his holding ; and that the basis of 
such compensation should be the fair value of the improvements to 
the incoming tenant. The first of these principles was assailed by 
amendments seeking, either directly or indirectly, to strike out the 
schedules: in which the improvements are specified, but these 
attempts were defeated by large majorities. We confess it appears 
to us that directly you step out of compensation for defined classes 
of improvements you are plunged in hopeless uncertainty. How 
are you to distinguish in each case between the general good culti- 
vation according to the custom of the country which, as being the 
duty of the tenant, does not properly constitute an improvement, 
and the general good cultivation which passes beyond the obligation 
of the tenant? The second principle was attacked by the advocates 
of compensation for “the sitting tenant,’’ but there was no great 
difficulty in showing the fallacy of the arguments which have been 
urged in favour of that contention. The Bill will place in the 
hands of the tenant the potent weapon against an increase of rent 
of a threat to make compensation payable by quitting the farm. How 
would he be benefited by a provision that on the landlord raising 
the rent he might demand compensation, while the~ landlord was 
left free to regulate the increased rent so as to Bod himself 
the compensation so obtained by the tenant? e amend- 
ment was rejected by the Committee. The third principle 
was attempted to be limited by restricting the compensation to the 
amount which the tenant had actually expended on the improve- 
ment, but this amendment was rejected ; a subsequent amendment 
applying the same limit in the case of improvements for which 
the landlord’s consent is not required being, however, carried by 
a small majority. We doubt the expediency of debarring the 
tenant from reaping the full advantage of his i 
so long as he is not allowed to claim any increase of value arising 
from the inherent capabilities of the soil, which increase is 
clearly a profit arising from the landlord’s right of ownership. 
It seems to us that it would have been better to be content wii 
Sir M. Hicxs Bracu’s amendment to clause 1 (which was agreed 
to on Wednesday), making it clear that the tenant cannot claim 
any increase of value arising from this source than to limit 





the compensation in the way proposed by Mr. Bazrovr’s 
amendment. Upon clause 2, which gives a retrospective right to 
‘compensation in respect of improvements of the third class in the 
schedule to tenants not entitled to compensation therefor under 
any contract or custom, or under the Act of 1875, an amendment 
by Mr. Bazrour, proposing to exclude from such right tenants hold 
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ing under leases, was rejected, but an amendment extending the 
retrospective right to compensation given by the clause to improve- 
ments of the first class mentioned in the schedule executed by the 
tenant within ten years pfevious to the commencement of the Act, 
and to the making of which the landlord has, within one year after 
the Act, consented in writing, was accepted by the Government 
and carried, and clause 2 was added to the Bill. 





A compantson of the Bankruptcy Bill, 4s amended by the Standing 
Comiiittee on Trafe, with the Bill as originally ‘introduced, dis- 
closés a few instances where amendments have beeti made which, 
to be consistent, would require alterations in the wording of other 
clatises which appéar to have been overlooked by the Committee ; 
and before the Bill is finally disposed of in the House of Commons, 
it would, we think, be well for these iticongruities to be rectified. 
Clause 17 of the original Bill appears as clause 20 in the amended 
Bill. This provides for the making of an adjudication in 
bankruptcy in certain events. In the original clause, the 
following words appeared: ‘If the creditors resolve that it is 
expedient that the debtor be adjudged bankrupt,” but in the 
amended clause the words printed in italics have been omitted. 
In clause 21 of the amended Bill, however (clause 18 of the 
original Bill), the words are as originally drawn—viz., ‘‘ Where 
a debtor is adjudged bankrupt, or the creditors have resolved 
that it is expedient that he be adjudged bankrupt, the creditors 
may” appoint a trustee. Now it is clear that any resolution by 
the creditors under clause 20 would omit the words printed in 
italics, and the question might arise whether such a resolution 
would be sufficient to enable the creditors to proceed under clause 
21 if those words are not struck out of that clause also. Again, 
in clause 22 of the amended Bill (clause 19 of the original Bill), 
words have been inserted in sub-clause 1 so as to make the holders 
of general proxies or general powers of attorney from creditors 
eligible to be elected upon a committee of inspection when 
originally appointed. Sub-clause 7, however, which provides for 
the filling up of any vacancy which may occur in the office of a 
member of the committee, limits the creditors to the appointment 
of ‘another creditor to fill the vacancy.” The clause in the 
original Bill limited the persons eligible to be appointed members 
of the committee to creditors, but the clause having been extended 
to holders of general proxies, or general powers of attorney from 
creditors, so far as the original appointment is concerned, we 
presume that it is an oversight that the same provision should not 
have been extended to the filling up of any vacancy in the office. 
A further instance occurs in clauses 62 and 82 of the amended 
Bill (clauses 57 and 74 of the original Bill). Clause 62 
provides that, ‘‘ when the trustee has realized all the property of 
the bankrupt, or so much thereof as can, in the joint opinion of 
himself and of the committee of inspection, be realized, without 
needlessly protracting the trusteeship, he shall declare a final 
dividend’’ in manner therein provided. In the clause in the 
priginel Bill, in place of the words which we have printed in 
italics, the words ‘‘ his opinion” appeared, so that the effect of the 
amendment is to require the joint opinion of the trustee and com- 
mittee in the case mentioned in the clause, instead of the opinion of 
the trustee alone. The other clause which we refer to relates to the 
release of trustees, and no alteration was made therein on the 
point we refer to in Committee. It provides that, ‘‘ when the 
trustee has realized all the property of the bankrupt, or so much 
thereof as can, in his opinion, be realized without needlessly pro- 
tracting the trusteeship, and distributed a final dividend, if any, 
or” certain other events therein mentioned have happened, the 
Board of Trade shall grant or withhold his release as therein 
provided. It appears to us that if it was deemed desirable that 
the joint opinion of the trustee and committee should be necessary 
for the purposes of clause 62, it is equally, if not more, desirable 
that it should also be required for the purposes of clause 82, and 
that the two clauses ought, in any event, to be made consistent in 
this respect. 





A panacrarn has been going the round of the papers, relating 
the clever escape of the thief who was captured with Sir Jonn 
Benneri’s Watch in his pocket, and ending, “ It is now a question 


prisoner has been tried and convicted.’”” A good deal of 

tion prevails as to the power of owners to recover stolen . 
The general rule of law is, of course, that no one can acquire; 
title to a chattel personal from one who has no title to it, But 
to this rule there are two exceptions. The first, an absolut, 
exception in favour of negotiable instruments bond fide tr, | 
ferred for value, and valuable securities bond fide dise (4 
& 25 Vict. c. 96, s. 100). The second, a qualified exception jy 
favour of chattels sold (horses are subject to special regulations) 
market overt (Crane v. London Dock Company, 5 B. & §. 3]9\ 
It is only, therefore, by sale in market overt that a good title og 
be made to a stolen watch, and even then, by prosecuting or gy. 
victing the thief, the owner of the chattel may either obtain, 
summary restitution of his property (24 & 25 Vict. c. 96,8, 199) 
or maintain an action for conversion (Scattergood_v. Sylveste 
15 Q. B. 506). If there has been no sale of the stolen propery 
in market overt, the owner of it may bring trover at once agaj 
the possessor of it (not being the thief), without making gy 
attempt to prosecute the thief (White v. Spettigue, 13 M&y 
603; Stone v. Marsh, 6 B. & C. 551). And in ST 
Bewnnetr’s case it would seem that the police, having possession gf 
his watch, and having no excuse for detaining it (the thief haying 
escaped from custody), are liable to an action for conversion jf 
they refuse to give it up. In addition to these rules, there igy 
third rule laid down in the text-books, of very doubtful authority 
to the effect that the victim of a felonious act must prosecute fir 
the felony before he comes to a civil court for redress against th 
felon. This rule, however, could not apply in the casein questin, 
sixice the action would not be brought against the thief. 
mainly relies upon two cases, Wellock v. Constantine (2 H.&6 
146) and Lx parte Hiliott (3 Mont. & A. 110), but later decisig 
have gone far to discredit these authorities. In Hx parte Ball (QT) 
R. 562, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 667), Bramwettand James, L.JJ., double} 
the validity of the rule, on the sensible ground that no one sh 
be allowed to plead his own villany ‘‘nemo allegans suam 
tudinem est audiendus.”” And the late Masrer of the Rousing 
parte Leslie (L. R. 20 Ch. D. 131) seems to have shared his 
opinion. Moreover, in the latest case upon this point, that d 
Rooke v. D’ Avigdor (L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 412), Cave, J., held thats 
statement of claim is not demurrable because it shows the caused 
action to be a felony for which the felon has not been proseciitél, 
and intimated that, in his opinion, the rule in question was tiv 
dead. A 


ta 





Tue appearance or Mr. Epmunp Yares before a division 
court of the Queen’s Bench Division on Monday to plead to i 
jurisdiction of the court, on the ground that proceedings in & 
information laid against him by the Earl of Lonspare for a Im 
had been commenced without the jiat of the Director of Publi 
Prosecutions having been obtained, was an interesting revival af 


nearly obsolete piece of procedure. It is believed to be at Ia 
a hundred years since this plea has been pleaded. It is necesl 
that a plea to the jurisdiction be verified on oath and deliveredt 
court. In the case of Sparks v. Wood (6 Mod. R. 146) it 
held to be insufficient if the plea be tendered while the court isi 
sitting. The plea must be tendered in propria persond; fori 
defendant cannot plead by his solicitor without acknowledging! 
jurisdiction of the court. For a solicitor is an officer of the cou 
and if the defendant put in a plea by an officer of the court, hel 
by a legal fiction, supposed to put it in by leave of the court, 
so acknowledge the jurisdiction of the court. 








The room No. 426, in the Royal Courts of Justice, to 
access may be obtained from the Central Hall by crossif 
crypt, has, within the last few days, been opened as a soli 
dining-room. 

We are requested by the Controller of her Majesty’s Stat 
Office to state that the Rules of the Supreme Court of Ji 
which have been ordered to be printed by the House of Con 
will be issued to members and offered for sale to the publi 
Messrs. Eyre & Spottiswoode and Messrs. Hansard & Son 
earliest date possible, having regard to the magnitude of the 
and the care which it requires, probably not later than th 


Whether the judge ean order the restitution of the watch until the | inst 
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THE NEW: RULES OF COURT, 
II. 


ito those who have considered the matter with any care, there will 
je nothing novel in the observation that order XIX. of the old Rules 
afCourt bore marks of great confusion and uncertainty of design. It 
enced by stating what documents the pleading was to consist 
of, a matter which formed the subject of subsequent orders dealing 
with these documents separately. It then proceeded to lay down 
mneral rules as to the. matter and style of pleading applicable to all 
sleadings equally, but it mixed up these rules with rules as to 
mting, as to the delivery, not only of pleadings, but of ‘other 
documents,” and again, with specific directions as to distinct parts 
of the pleading, heterogeneously, and almost without any attempt 
atorder or method. It was plain that the different parts of the 
ing should have been taken in their order, and the matters 
to each dealt with under that head; such general matters as 
Uae aot found any appropriate place would then have fallen 
naturally under a general heading, and it would have made little 
difference whether ‘‘ pleading generally,”’ thus purged of particular 
details, had come at the beginning or the end of the pleading rules; 
weshould, at least, not have been put to hunt up and down for 
directions, nor have found order XX. regulating the method of 
hoe matters arising pending the action, before order XXII. 
told us how to plead an ordinary defence. 
This confusion has been, to a very considerable extent, though 
not wholly, remedied in the present form of order XIX., which now 
fairly answers to the description given by its heading. The 
removal to other headings of the rules proper to their several 
topics effects a corresponding improvement in those orders ; 
ad the heading, ‘‘ Matters arising pending the action,” now finds 
ai appropriate place as order XXIV. instead of order XX. It will 
beimportant to the practitioner to note this alteration in the arrange- 
ment; and it will also be important for him to note that in order 
XIX. are to be found, not unsuitably, the rules as to “ particulars,” 
by which an explicit sanction is given to that useful machinery, 
which the old rules under the Judicature Act had not expressly 
tecognized. Those rules had aimed at a terse, but full, narrative, 
which it was perhaps thought would render particulars unneces- 
sry; and it may be doubted whether it was not intended that the 
of ordering “‘ particulars”? should cease. If so, it must 
be admitted that those who framed the rules showed a very 
inadequate sense of the value and the necessity of this procedure. 
On the one hand, it is often a most needless waste to incorporate 
“particulars with dates and items” in the pleadings; on the other 
nd, it is often most important to both parties that the defendant 
should be entitled to name those matters of which he requires 
particulars, which, if given without that demand, might be at once 
excessive and useless. Forttinately the practice continued, though 
is operation was rendered more uncertain and difficult; but the 
bw tales both recognize it and regulate its administration. These 
Hes ate 80 important that we make no apology for quoting them. 
they are as follows :~— 
“6, Th all cases in which the leading relies on any mistepresen- 
on, fraud, breach of trust, od raid default, Mi undue inflasinse, Mind in 
other cases in which particulars may be necessary beyond such as are 
memplified in the forms aforesaid, portonlen (with dates and items if 
) shall be stated in the pleading; provided that, if the par- 
hc be of debt, expenses, or damages, and exceed three folios, the fact 
inust be 80 stated, with a reference to full particulars already delivered or 
be delivered with the pleading. 

7, A further and better statement of the nature of the claim or 
tence, or further and better particulars of any matter stated in any 
fading, notice, or written proceeding requiring particulars, may in all 

axes be ordered, upon such terms, as to costs and otherwise, as may be 


8, The party at whose instance particulars have been delivered under 
) /dge's order shall, unless the order otherwise provides, have the same 
S 4gth of time for pleading after the delivery of the particulars that he 
2 at the return of the summons. Save as in this rule provided, an 
ontet for particulars shall not, unless the order otherwise provides, operate 
4 stay of proceedings, or give any extension of time.” 
it Was a prominent feature in the recent system that (following 
Mie line already taken) it aimed at facilitating the trial of issues of 
act, and this in two ways—first, by preventing the parties from 
eo thatters in issue which were not seriously disputed ; 
a ti i ae ing ach >to make use of evidence which 
posséssion of his adversary, includitiy that evidetice 


which consisted of his own knowledge. By ord. XXIL., r. 4, of the 
old rules, the court had power to make special orders as to costs 
in respect of any allegations of fact which ought to have been, but 
were not, admitted by the defence. On the footing that the state- 
ment should contain all material allegations of fact (though not 
evidence), it was no doubt anticipated that this rule would haye a 
deterrent effect on defendants, and procure on the pleadings the 
admission of all material facts not seriously in dispute. But, on 
the other hand, the rule as to admissions had a tendency to induce 
the pleader to multiply allegations of evidence in order to obtain 
admissions. If, however, the rule as to costs had been fully acted 
upon, it would have produced a considerable effect. But, being 
somewhat difficult to apply, it became practically a dead letter, 
except where distinct issues were involved, a case which had been 
already provided for. The rule has now vanished in favour of a 
more stringent and self-acting rule as to admissions, which is 
contained in order XXXII., and which appears designed also as a 
compensation for the limitation now put upon interrogatories. 

As noticed above, the second way in which it was designed to 
facilitate the trial of issues of fact was obtaining discovery of docu- 
ments, and answers to interrogatories, This procedure, always 
free in chancery, had been under some limitations at common law, 
and in particular, under the Common Law Procedure Act, inter- 
rogatories could only be administered under an order. By the old 
rules this restriction was removed, and the only check retained was 
that interrogatories might be struck out; in whole or in part, on 
the application of the interrogated party; but the inquiry on this 
application was tedious, difficult, and costly; the jurisdiction as to 
costs was slackly administered, and was (it must be confessed) not 
easy to exercise with fairness. The result was that it was thought 
less burdensome to litigants to allow interrogatories to be ad- 
ministered freely, saving, as to any particular question, scandal, or, 
as to the whole, scandal, unreasonableness, or vexatiousness: 
Whether this was a wise alteration or not, the effect was, that 
interrogatories became a matter of course in almost every action, 
and certainly grew to be an intolerable burden. As to diseovery 
of documents, the evil was in one direction less, in another greater. 
The cost was greater than with interrogatories; and a large part 
of this cost was constantly, and almost necessarily, wasted; but, 
on the other hand, the results obtained were of much greater value, 
and there can be no doubt that discovery of documents, to a much 
larger degree than interrogatories, determined the fate of actions. 

So far as discovery of documents is concerned, the new rules 
place no restriction on the application for an affidavit; but it is 
specially provided that the order shall not be of course, but that the 
application may be refused or adjourned, or the order limited to 
certain classes of documents; the production of documents is placed 
wholly in the discretion of the court; the costs of such discovery 
are to be allowed only where ‘‘the judge at the trial, or if there is 
no trial, the court or a judge, or the taxing master,” shall think it 
has been reasonably asked for; and before discovery can be applied 
for £5, and afterwards such further sum asmay be directed, must 
be paid into court. 

We are, however, here more directly concerned with interroga- 
tories, and the limitations in this respect are still more considerable. 
They are to be “‘ of course” only in cases of fraud or breach of 
trust ; in other cases they are to be only by order; and in consider- 
ing the application, any offer by the party to be interrogated to 
give particulars, make admissions, or produce documents, is to be 
taken into account, the obvious meaning being that such offer may, 
if fairly carried out, make interrogatories superfluous. The question 
seems not to have been considered whether the form of the inter- 
rogatories must (as formerly) be sanctioned by the order. Prolixity 
had already been made a ground for disallowing costs; it is now 
also a ground for striking out (within seven days); costs are only 
to be allowed as in the case of discovery of documents; and a 
deposit must be similarly made before interrogatories are delivered, 
both where they are delivered under an order, and where no such 
order is required. 

These restrictions, coupled with the alteration in the form of 
pleading, go a long way in abridging the opportunities which 
litigant parties have lately enjoyed of securing proof for the 
purposes of the trial; and an attempt is made in order XXXII. 
to redress the balance. The order is headed ‘ Admissions,” but 
includes also regulations as to notices to produce: As to admis» 





[ sions, it provides that either party may give notice by pleading or 
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otherwise in writing that he admits the whole or any part of his 
opponent’s case. This, however, is rather in relief of "the party 
against whom the case is to be established ; and it may give rise to 
some difficult questions as to costs; since there is no limit of time, 
nor is any order needed, and there is nothing to prevent notice 
being given-at the last moment, when the expenses of proof have 
been already in great part incurred. The more important provi- 
sion is that by which the one party may call upon the other (in 
writing) to admit ‘‘for the purposes of the cause, matter, or issue 
only,” any specific fact or facts. This notice may be given up to 
nine days before trial; and the party to whom it is addressed has 
six days for replying to it; as to any matters not admitted within 
that time, the costs of proving them must in any event be paid by 
the non-admitting party, unless otherwise directed; but any ad- 
mission may be withdrawn by leave. The process of obtaining 
judgment on admissions is extended to admissions so obtained. This 
is, perhaps, the chief novelty of the new rules. The idea is not a 
novel one, but the method has now, for the first time, been made a 
part of procedure. Some considerable authorities are in its favour, 
and no very confident opinion ought, perhaps, to be pronounced on so 
untried a plan ; but it is impossible not to see here an opening for 
costs which the authors of the rule, perhaps, hardly appreciate. 
These notices to admit will, in future, be the substitutes for narrative 
pleading and for interrogatories. They will certainly need to be 
framed with great care; it will need no less care to answer them 
in a such a way as not to admit too much; adroitness and subtlety 
must needs come to the help of honesty, for they will certainly be 
used to endanger it ; in short, this branch of practice will be the 
one in which knowledge and experience will find a field for the 
exercise of their best skill. 

A further examination of their functions as contrasted with other 
parts of procedure may, perhaps, not be out of place. The office 
of pleading is to state what are the legal claims of the parties, and 
their legal grounds of defence, with such averments of facts as 
make a specific case falling within the remedy sought or the 
defence set up. The averment of this specific case should state no 
more than, if proved, would suffice to enable judgment to be fully 
given, and should not state less. The difficulty has always been to 
hit this true mean. Interrogatories were originally designed to 
compel the opposite party to disclose that which he only could fully, 
or, perhaps, at all, know; but their use has gone much beyond this, 
and it has been accepted asa rule of practice, that they may be 
rightly used for the purpose of saving the expense of proof, and 
may, therefore, properly inquire as to matters which lie within the 
knowledge of the interrogating party. There can be no doubt 
that, in this latter function, they have been of great service, but it 
seems to have been the opinion of those who framed the new rules 
that the two functions were properly distinct and ought to be 
separated. Thus, leaving to pleading only the cardinal facts, which 
may often be the result of much proof, and to interrogatories only 
the extraction of facts within the peculiar knowledge of the interro- 
gated party, admissions are designed with the simple view of saving 
the expense of proof. When the matter is considered in this light, 
the difficulties which may occur are apparent. If the admission 
asked for is so wide as to be equivalent to the allegations already 
made in the pleading, it will be useless; such admissions are 
already asked for. If it is more specific, the same sort of difficulty 
will occur that is now met with in interrogatories, but in a some- 
what aggravated shape. A question is put on information which, 
being one-sided, is necessarily more or less imperfect. That ques- 
tion may be, perhaps correctly, answered in the negative. The 
interrogator, therefore, perhaps, puts it in a somewhat different 
alternative form, if such an alternative is suggested by what he 
knows, and follows it up by a question in substance requiring the 
interrogated party to give his own account of the matter 
inquired upon; and by this means, with the help of the rule 
which provides against insufficient answering, he obtains what he 
wants. It will require great care to frame the demands for 
admissions in such a way that the party challenged, and who is only 
called upon to answer whether he does or does not admit a “ specific 
fact,” may not baffle, and it may be rightly baffle, his opponents 
attempt. The party to whom the 
exposed to considerable peril in meeting the demand, so as not, on 
the one hand, to be charged with disingenuousness, and on the 
other hand to avoid, by a voluntary statement (for that will be its 
character), going beyond what his just interest requires. It is 


demand is addressed will also be | of 





easy to say that one who has an honest case need find no diffiey 
but no lawyer would say so; noone would say it who knep 
danger that accompanies volunteered statements, or who remem 
that it is a childish fallacy to suppose that cases are adjudig 
upon by persons, whether jurymen or judges, who are inag 

to error, haste, or prejudice. The ideal judge, of constant pati 
penetrating sagacity, deep learning, and unswerving impartial 
is just as rarely to be found as the litigant who only desi 
justice should be done; and to treat a litigant, who has 
views of what is due to or from him, as an offender, becaug 
seems to the view of a tribunal to be in the wrong, or @ 
because he actually is in the wrong, is both a folly and an injugj 
He has no right to be dishonest ; but he has a right to be cay 
without having caution imputed to him as dishonesty. 


a 








THE TERM “LEGAL FRAUD.” 


In the case of Joliffe v. Baker (not yet reported), in which jul 
ment was recently given by Watkin Williams, Cave, and A) 
Smith, JJ., in the Queen’s Bench Division, a point of gm 
importance, as to which there has been considerable conflict 
opinion, was decided; but we doubt whether it can be said tj 
the law on the subject is yet finally settled. The question @ 
thus. The vendor of real estate made a representation bond fil 
and, believing it to be true, as to the acreage of the land sj 
which turned out to be untrue; after the completion of the 
chase and the execution of the conveyance, the purchaser soug 
to recover damages from the vendor for the false representatiq 
It was held that, in the absence of anything in the natum| 
moral fraud, the action would not lie. The judgment, which) 
very long and elaborate, cites many decisions, some of whi 
no doubt irreconcilable, particularly various recent decisions of| 
late Master of the Rolls, and Malins, V.C. We cannot dis 
these decisions at length, but we propose to make some obser 
tions with respect to this question, regarded by the light of gent 
principle. 
It had been settled for some considerable time before the pat 
of the Judicature Acts that at common law, in the absences 
fraud, no action lay for a false representation. Now, it wi 
clear on reflection that, though the most obvious case of fraut) 
the making of a representation with the knowledge or belief 
its untruth, it is also fraud to make a representation for your! 
ends without any knowledge or belief as to its truth or falseha 
Accordingly, it has been held that the positive state of belien 
the representation to be untrue is not essential to the acti 
deceit. The negative state of not believing it to be 
sufficient. But then there arises a third case—viz., re 
person makes a false representation bond fide believing it 
true. That class of cases again is capable of division into dt 
where there was reasonable ground for such bond fide belief, # 
cases where there was not. ‘The case of Joliffe v. Bakert 
within this third class of cases, and it is as to that class of 
that the difficulty arises. It cannot be said that there i@ 
fraud, in the ordinary sense of the word, in such a case, assiltlll 
that there is a real and bond fide belief of the truth of the sa 
ment made. But, unfortunately, the term “legal fraud” ® 
been invented, and in a number of decisions, principally in om 
of equity, has been used without much endeavour to denne} 
meaning. The result has been much confusion, and probably# 
doctrines of law and equity on this subject are supposed 
more in conflict than, on accurate investigation, they may 
prove to be. ps 
There is undoubtedly one thing which affords a very nam 
excuse forthe employment of this term. The issue of fraud if) 
many cases, a very disagreeable and onerous one to determine. } 
counsel addressing a jury, and asking them to find fraud again#® 
opposite side, knows that, in some cases, the more he can softemt 
application of the term, compatibly with the success of his 
case, the more likely he is to get a verdict. Similarly, an eq@ 
judge, being both judge and jury, and having to deal with a@ 
false representation, not, perhaps, of a character involving! 
turpitude, and the parties being respectable, naturally would# 
the term “ fraud” as far as possible. It isa word that smacm 
crime. Therefore, in giving judgment, it would be convem 
comfortable to find some tertiwm quid which, while fixing 
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tfendant the righteous consequences of his conduct, would fall 
sort of saying that he was little better than a ‘‘thief.” There are 
uses in Which, in our opinion, the term “legal fraud” has clearly 
ysed from considerations such as these ; where there existed 
tient evidence of what, at common law, undoubtedly comes 
#hin the term ‘‘fraud””—cases such as we mentioned, where, 
ugh there was not actual knowledge or belief of the untruth of 
statement made, yet there was a more or less unconscientious 
ind reckless assertion of what the party had no sufficient grounds 
rbelieving, and did not really believe, to be true in any sub- 
sense of the word ‘‘belief.” The term ‘‘legal fraud,” as 
inthis class of cases, is misleading, but we can quite sympathize 
ith the motives that actuated this use of it. The turpitude of 
s various courses of conduct which, for the purposes of a civil 
ion, are all included under the term ‘‘ fraud,” may vary so much, 
t the application of the same term to a course of conduct at one 
dof the scale as to one at the other end seems almost too drastic a 
ode of speech, and there is no doubt that this feeling may have 
efiect of defeating the justice of a case. A counsel for the 
fence, whether addressing a jury or a judge, would, when the 
ter of a person of respectable status was involved, and the 
mud in question was, so to speak, of a light colour, again and 
insist on dragging in the word “fraud.” The use of the 
m “legal fraud” is a convenient expedient having regard to 
sch considerations as these. 
It is, therefore, very necessary to scrutinize the decisions on the 
ject in which the term “legal fraud” has been used in order. 
see how far they are really inconsistent with the common law 
wtrine, and upon such scrutiny it will often be found that there 
noreal conflict at all. There was conduct which came within 
generic term ‘‘ fraud,” although the judge hardly liked to apply 
term without qualification. Again, it is necessary to observe 
mactly the nature of the subject-matter with which the equity 
tisions on this subject deal. The scope of the chancery juris- 
tion was to give extraordinary remedies when the ordinary 
nedies of the common law were insufficient, and these cases of 
lleged “legal fraud,”’ accordingly, arose in suits for specific per- 
mance. Now it is not an unreasonable thing to say, where a 
n comes and asks for the application of a special remedy, that he 
dseeks equity must do equity. If aman who has obtained a 
tract through a misrepresentation, however innocent, seeks to 
iforee specific performance of that contract, a court of equity 
y, consistently with general principles, impose terms on him. 
there being a good contract at law, the court of equity was 
x of the situation as against both the parties; it might 
mnt the extraordinary remedy on such terms as it thought just, 
refuse it if it thought that no terms could, under the circum- 
ces, render the enforcement of the contract equitable ; and then, 
in, in many of such cases the question was subject to the 
rther consideration that the contract expressly provided for com- 
tion in respect of errors and misdescription. 
But the question is wholly different when, the contract having 
hcompleted, the purchaser sues the vendor for damages for a 
rt. It is then neces: to define the cause of ‘action, and to 


termine its necessary elements. It is not a question of equity at 

This is a distinction that has not been sufficiently recognized 
{some of the language that has been used on the subject by equity 
The term “legal fraud” is really entirely unnecessary 
Md unscientific from any point of view ; it is certainly unnecesssary 


t the purposes of cases of specific performance. It is quite a 
ent way of putting those cases to say that it would be 
quitable to enforce, at any rate, in its entirety a contract pro- 

med by misrepresentation. Jessel, M.R., says, in Redgrave v. 

aud (30 W. R. 251, L. R. 20 Ch. D. 13), a case not cited in 

Mife vy. Baker, ‘‘ According to the decisions of a court of equity 

vas not necessary, in order to set aside a contract ob- 
i by material false representation, to prove that the 
Y who obtained it knew at the time when the represen- 

mon was made that it was false. It was put in two ways, 
mer of which was sufficient. Ono way of putting the case was: 
man is not to be allowed to get a benefit from a statement 
hich he now admits to be false. He is not to be allowed to say 

, the purpose of civil jurisdiction that when he made it he did 

pe anow it to be false; ho ought to have found that out before he 

. The other way of putting it was this: even assuming 

moral fraud must be shown in order to set aside a contract, 





you have it, when a man having obtained a beneficial contract by 
a statement which he now knows to be false, insists upon keeping 
that contract. Todo so isa moral delinquency; no man ought to 
seek to take advantage of his own false statements. The rule in 
equity was settled, and it did not matter on which of the two 
grounds it was rested.” It seems clear to us that, admitting what 
the late Master of the Rolls here stated to be true in its applica- 
tion to suits for specific performance, it is not applicable to actions 
for damages after completion of the contract. In the absence of 
moral fraud it is difficult to see upon what ground an action for 
false representation can be put. If you say that a false represen- 
tation made by a contracting party must always be actionable, 
practically speaking, you make every such representation equiva- 
lent to a warranty. This, on the face of it, seems to us to goa 
long way towards showing that such a contention will not hold 
water. In many cases the representation may amount to a 
warranty, but it is a fundamental doctrine that, when a contract is 
reduced to writing under such circumstances as to lead to the con- 
clusion that the intention was that the writing should constitute 
the whole contract, you cannot import into the contract anything 
dehors the writing, such as a previous statement made during nego- 
tiation. Practically speaking it would be doing so if the false 
statement innocently made is to be held actionable. It might 
possibly be argued (though we do not know that the case has ever 
been put exactly in that way) either that there is an absolute duty 
imposed upon a party to a contract, who undertakes to make a 
statement regarding the subject-matter of that contract, to say 
nothing that is untrue ; or it may be put in a more qualified way, 
that there is a duty to use due diligence to state nothing untrue so 
as to render liable a contracting party who, carelessly and without 
due inquiry or investigation, or without reasonable grounds, states 
a thing which misleads the other party. Though it is theoretically 
possible, no doubt, to formulate such a cause of action put thus, it 
would, so far as are aware, be a novelty, and, practically speaking, 
the justice and expediency of admitting such a cause of action 
would be, in our opinion, very doubtful. It is highly desir- 
able that contracting parties should be wary and business-like. 
It is very much doubted by many whether the tendency of 
equity has not been, in many cases, to forget too much the 
ancient maxim, ‘‘ vigilantibus non dormientibus jura subveniuat.” 
The maxim may seem sometimes a hard one, but of its practical 
sagacity, as applied to many cases, we feel assured. If a man 
chooses to enter into a contract upon the assurance of another with 
regard to a fact which very often it is easily in his power to 
ascertain for himself, and does not choose to insist on a warranty 
of the fact, all that he can fairly claim is that the other should 
state what he honestly believes. In the case of fraud, it seems 
just and right that, as between the innocent party and the 
fraudulent party, the latter should suffer, but, as between two 
parties, both ex hypothesi morally innocent, altogether different 
considerations arise. It seems very difficult to say that there is an 
absolute duty to state only that which is true. Take, for example, 
a case where the party has made all possible inquiry, and has 
reasonable ground for believing, and does believe, the statement 
that he makes to be true, though, in fact, it is false. Then, again, 
if the duty were to use more or less diligence in regard to the 
truth of a statement made, it would be very difficult to define the 
limits of such duty, and probably more injustice would be done, 
and more unmeritorious claims be fomented by such a doctrine, 
than by keeping within the ancient common law limits of the 
action for deceit. 








Mr. Van Wagner, of the American Bar, has been 
missioner in this country to hear evidence in all 
cases, 


At the Durham Assizes, this week, a case was tried in whichit 
that by a series of false representations that the —— had come into 
a fortune of two or three millions #2 money, through the death of a 
family of the name of Thompson, in number, the last of whom had 
died at the mature age of 104, elaborate manufacture of false 
telegrams from London and country solicitors and a well-known barrister, 
the prisoners had obtained over £2,000 during a period of less than three 
years from a number of thrifty persons, who had reduced themselves to 
poverty in their efforts to provide the prisoners with sufficient means, to 
secure the large fortune for them, and a goed return for their own 


investments, 


inted Com- 
claims 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE LAW SOCIETY’S CALENDAR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I am sure the profession is much indebted to Mr. Daw, Jun., 
for his protest against the action of the society. : 

If the Calendar was confined solely to members of the society, and 
Mr. Daw, Jun., was a member, then he would probably have no 
ground of complaint. The society, however, very properly desired 
the Calendar to include the whole profession, and Mr. Daw, Jun., 
like myself, was invited to supply certain information, and, out of 
courtesy, did so “to assist the society in the compilation of their 
work.” On the publication of the Calendar, ie finds that the 
information supplied is withheld because he has not paid the “ tax.” 
I find that the information furnished is incorrectly printed in two or 
three instances. Several complaints have been made to me of inac- 
curacies in the Calendar. 

The Calendar would be a very useful publication if complete. 
Considering the source from which it issues, I anticipated it would 
be the most authentic record of solicitors; hence I possessed 
myself of a copy—only to find it unreliable and imperfect in various 


ways. 

The book is yet young, and, like most early editions, it contains 
inaccuracies and imperfections. 

What subscribers have a right to expect is that when these are 
pointed out steps will be taken to remedy them before next year’s 
issue. 

I agree with the principle contended for by Mr. Daw, Jun., that 
all public information relating to solicitors should be inserted without 
any “tax,” otherwise the Calendar, as a book for reference, will be 
of little use. If funds be needed to meet the expense of publication, 
they should be raised in some other way—e.g., by increasing the 
price of the Calendar to members, and, if necessary, to non-mem- 
bers—but not by asking solicitors to pay for the insertion of matter 
which is included in the Law List without any charge. 

The society, in its own interest, must alter its plan before the next 
‘* solicitation” if the Calendar is to be a success. 


38, Old Jewry, London. EDWARD SWAIN. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Soricrron—Costs—Cuarcz on ‘‘ Property RecoverEeD or PREsERvED”’ 
—Exrent or Cuarnce—Prorgrrty or Inrant—Prorerty not BELoncine To 
Crrent—23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, s. 28.—In a case of Green v. Young, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 13th inst., a question arose as to the extent of the 
charge for costs which can be given to a solicitor upon property recovered 
or preserved by his exertions, under section 28 of the Act 23 & 24 Vict. c. 
127. Section 28 provides that, ‘‘In every case in which an attorney or 
solicitor shall be employed to prosecute or defend any suit, matter, or 
proceeding in any court of justice, it shall be lawful for the court or judge 

- . . todeclare such attorney or solicitor entitled to a charge upon 
the property recovered or preserved, and, upon such declaration being 
made, such attorney or solicitor shall have a charge’’ on the property 
recovered or preserved by his instrumentality “for the taxed costs, 
charges, and expenses of or in reference to such suit, matter, or proceed- 

.’ In the present case the question was whether a charge could be 
given under this section on qeopesy belonging to an infant. The infant’s 
property had been lost by a breach of trust committed by one of two trus- 
tees. The trustee died insolvent, and in an action to administer his estate 
a Claim was brought in, and a dividend was decided to be recoverable in 
respect of thetrust funds which had been lost by the breach of trust. That 
dividend would have been payable to the insolvent’s co-trustee, but this 
action was brought against him to make him accountable for the breach 
of trust. He became bankrupt, and was removed from the trust. New 
trustees were appointed, so that the dividend from the deceased trustee’s 
estate would come to them, and not to the bankrupt. The solicitor for 
the plaintiff in the present action obtained from Chitty, J., a charging 
order on the dividend to be obtained from the estate of the deceased trus- 
tee, as well as on what might be recovered from the bankrupt’sestate. The 
cestui que trust was an infant at the date of the charging order. The new 
trustees appealed, and it was urged that under section 28 there was no power 
to give the solicitor a charge on any property but that belonging to his own 
client, and that, as an infant could not employ a solicitor, he could not be 
the client, and his property could not be ches ed. The Court of Appe 
(Brerr, M.R., and Corroy and Bowes, L.JJ.) overruled this obj mn. 
though they held that no charge could be given on the funds recov 
from the estate of the deceased trustec. Burrr, M.R., said that the pre- 
sent action could not assist anyone in obtaining dividends from the estate 
of the deceased trustee. But it was argued that, if it could, the money 
would go to a poe who was an infant when the cae order was 
6 =@ and, therefore, that order had been wrongly . It was said 
that the solicitor must be sagered by the person whose property was to 


would have 


tor, and on the infant’s coming of age the charging order would he 
tive. The question was what the Act meant. His lordship’s theg 
was that of Bacon, V.C., asstated by him in Bulley v. Bulley (9 
310, 638, L, R. 8 Ch. D. 479). The analogy of marine salvage ways, 
perfectly accurate, no doubt, but the fundamental idea of the seetigg., 
that what was recovered or preserved by the solicitor was, as it» 
salvage, and the solicitor was to be paid on the theory that he had rey 
salvage services. The analogy had also struck Lord Selborne, 0, gi. 
in Pinkerton v. Easton (21 W. R. 943, L. R. 16 Eq. 490), had used exp 
sions which accurately described the doctrine of salvage. The charge», 
independent of contract when something in r was saved by meritorios 
services. It was, therefore, immaterial whether the person whose p 
was recovered or preserved was an infant or not. e section 
justify a solicitor in going in as a mere volunteer, but if anybody 
Jide employed him that would do; the section did not say he mug} 
employed by the person whose property was recovered or preserved. ‘Ty 
question whether property had recovered or preserved by fh 
solicitor was one of fact, depending on knowledge of law, and when# 
court, knowing the law, said that property had been so recovery 
preserved, then there might be a charge upon it, independently of ty 
question who the person was whose property was so recovered or 
served. Assuming, then, that the infancy was no objection in this, 
could the court say that, as a matter of fact, the solicitor had been ingty, 
mental in preserving the dividend obtainable from the deceased trust 
estate? So far as ey might be recovered from the bankrupt) 
estate, the solicitor had been instrumental in recovering it, but it was; 


deceasi 


fraudulent, and that, by removing him, money had been saved, whieh, 
it had come to him, would have been lost, then his lordship ' 


have preserved something. But, though the bankrupt had been rep 
he had not been fraudulent, and nothing had been preserved by 
removal. So far as the order affected funds coming from the deceaa 


Fanshawe ; Wilkins, Blyth, § Dutton. 


LiqumpaTION ReEsoLuTiIoNs—REGISTRATION™Locus sTANDI To OQ 


13th inst., a question of importance arose as to the right of a pe 
claims to be a creditor of a debtor who has filed a liquidation peti 
but who has not formally proved his dcbt, to be heard before the reg 
in opposition to the registration of the resolutions passed by the ¢ 


his desire to be heard thereon.”” By rule 67, ‘‘a creditor may pro 
debt at any duly summoned meeting of creditors, or at any time De 
the meeting, by delivering or sending through the post in a pre 
letter, before the appointment of a creditors’ trustee, to the reg 

the court, and, after the appointment of a creditors’ trustee, to su 
tee, an affidavit according to the form in the schedule.” By rule i 
registrar, in his capacity of trustee, may admit proofs, and, upon £ 
cient cause shown, disallow any proof to which objection may be t 
the first or any other meeting of creditors.’’ 


filed, shall be handed in to the chairman of the meeting. Any ob 
thereto shall be marked thereon by the chairman, and shall be dea 
by the registrar on the resolutions being presented to him for regist 
In the present case, after resolutions for liquidation by arrangement had 
passed, notice of objections to their registration was given to the regi 


at which the resolutions were passed, but did not then 
and, therefore, did not vote. He had not sent any proof of debt tom 
trustee who was appointed by the resolutions, 
before the registrar, on the hearfng of the application to 
he tendered an affidavit in proof of his debt, and claimed to be heat 
support of his objections. ‘The registrar, however, held that he cou 
receive a proof of debt on that oceasion, and that, as the applicant 
previously proved ony debt, he had no locus standi to be heard. 
-R., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed 


of pen Uicag! 
decision. Brerr, MLR, said that the words of rule 295 would ob 
include a creditor who had not proved a debt. But, as had been ob 
by the late Lord Justice James, who understood the 
Act if not better than, at least as well as, anyone 
C.J., in Bz 
and the R 


every step in the process 

tended that the registrar should have ; 
debt under the circumstances and at the time referred to by rule 295, @ 
to find some provision about it in some of the Oe 
rules. But there was none. One would have expected to find some pm 
vision how the creditor who wished to prove his debt then was to gM. 
notice, not only to the registrar, but to other ff 


t Bankr 
and 

rte Kirkwood (27 W. R, 806, L. R. 11aCh. D, 72 by 

together form an elaborate scheme providing for 

of bankruptcy. If, therefore, it had be 

wer to hear 4 claim to 


persons who might de 





be charged, and that an infant could not himself ram ig f a solicitor, Then 
it was suggested that a person representing the infant did employ the solict- 


oppose 


his claim. Moreover, rule 67 did point out how and 





within F preamme to say truly that any part of the dividends from t 
trustee’s estate had been recovered or preserved by the actig: 
of Greer v. Young. If it had been shown that the bankrupt had bey 


prepared to say that, by getting him removed, the solicitor would mm 


trustee’s estate, it must be set aside, but it might stand im respect of rhat 
might be recovered for the benefit of the infant from the bankeupi 
estate. Corton and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred.—Soxicirors, Wilkin § 


Creprror—Bankrvprcy Act, 1869, s. 125—Banxrurprcy Rugs, 67, 70, § n, 
295.—In a case of Ex parte Bagster, before the Court of Appeal onthe 


under the petition. Section 125 (sub section 4) of the Bankruptcy aay Y 
provides that the resolution shall be presented to the registrar, and tht 
‘it shall be his duty to inquire whether such resolution has been passed! 
in manner directed by this section.” Rule 295 provides that, upon pre 
sentation of the resolution for registration, ‘the registrar shall exam 
the same, and may hear any creditor who shall have given him not 


By rule 271, ‘all proofs a 
proxies intended to be used at any general meeting, and not pre ious i 


a person who claimed to be a creditor. He had been present at the m rm ! 
rove any dey 


ut when he came 
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might e his debt, and that rule did not mention proof before 
; cD ig he was called upon to register the resolutions. Looking 
mle 295 by the light of rule 67, his lordship thought it would be wrong 
ythat under rule 295 the registrar could hear and decide upon a 
dsim to prove when the resolutions were brought before him on an appli- 
gtion for registration. Taking all the rules together, his lordship thought 
the true construction was this, that debts must be proved at the meeting 
qfeneditors, Or, if not then, in the way pointed out in rule 67, and that 
could not be proved in any other way.. The registrar when he was 
to determine as to the registration of resolutions was not acting as 
gmere administrative officer, but he was the court, and the court was 
guthorized to hear and determine upon a proof only when it was disputed. 
There was no authority to hear the party by himself, it being impossible 
wer the rules that he could give notice to anyone to come and object at 
thattime and place. Not only did the creditor in this case not give any 
gh notice, but he could not do so under the rules. The creditor could 
then, and the regi could not receive his proof, and he was 
got such a creditor as could, under rule 295, be heard to object to the re- 
His lordship thought that Bacon, C.J., really intended to decide 
point in the same way in Ex parte Kirkwood, and, if so, James, L.J., 
expressed a clear opinion to the same effect. This interpretation of Ex 
Kirkwood had been acted on by all the registrars, and this fortified 
fe ordship in his view of the matter. Corron and Bowen, L.JJ., ex- 
themselves to the same effect.—So1icrrors, Hogan § Hughes ; 

Hall, § Burgin. 


Apprear—Arriication For Stay or PRocEEDINGS UNDER JUDGMENT— 
Tue—Orv. 58, xz. 15, 16, 17.—In a case of Cropper v. Smith, before the 
Court of Ap: on the 18th inst., the question arose whether, when an 
application for a stay of the proceedings under a judgment pending an 
therefrom has been made to the court of first instance, and has 
been refused, a similar application to the Court of Appeal must be made 
within the twenty-one days limited by rule 15 of order 58 for appealing 
from an interlocutory order. In the present case the application to the 
Court of Appeal for a stay of proceedings was made more than twenty-one 
days after the refusal of a stay by the court below, and 1t was objected by 
the respondent to the appeal that it was made too late. Rule 16 provides 
that ‘an appeal shall not operate as a stay of execution or of proceedings 
under the order appealed from, except so far as the court appealed from, 
sig judge thereof, or the Court of Appeal, may so order.’’ And by 
mule 17, “‘ Wherever under these rules an application may be made either 
to the court below or to the Court of Appeal, or to a judge of the’court 
below or of the Court of Appeal, it shall be made in the first instance to 
the court or judge below.”” And in Zhe Attorney-General v. The Swansea 
ts Company (L. R. 9 Ch. D. 46), Jessel, M.R., sitting as a judge 
of the Court of Appeal, said that such an application to the Court of 
“must necessarily be a motion by way of appeal, for 
court and the court below cannot have co-ordinate jurisdiction.” 
The Court of Ap (Brett, M.R., and Corroy and Bowsn, L.JJ.) over- 
the objection. Brerr, M.R., said that rule 16 assumed that the 
of Appeal would have jurisdiction to entertain an application for a 
stay of proceedings, and he sheng it meant an original, not an 
late, jurisdiction. If rule 16 had stood alone, he thought it was 
ious that the Senge might have been made in either court. He 
' that rule ut a limitation on the action of the Court of Appeal, 
but did not go to its jurisdiction. That rule, in terms, assumed that, 
but for what was about to be said, the application might be made in 
dither court. It was only a provision that the Court of Appeal should 
hot exercise its original jurisdiction until it knew how the court of first 
instance had dealt with the matter. The decision in The Attorney-General 
¥. The Swansea Improvements Company was not inconsistent with this con- 
struction of the rules, for there an application for a stay of proceedings 
had been made to the court below, and had been ordered to stand over 
nding an spplication to the Court of Appeal to advance the hearing of 
appeal, and when that application was made to the Court of Appeal, 
the appellants also, by their notice of motion, asked for a stay oF - 
ceedings, and the Court of 24 ye only refused to entertain that Pa vee 
on until the court below had decided upon the application for a stay 
lade to it, His lordship thought that Jessel, M.R., expressed himself 
rately in saying that there could not be a co-ordinate jurisdiction 
of the Court of Appeal. Of course, he was right in saying that the 
tion must be by way of appeal, for it would not be made unless it 
been refused by the court below. His lordship was of opinion that 
te Court of Appeal had an independent original Furisdiction to order a 
lay of proceedings pending an appeal, although it was not to exercise 
Muti the application had been made to the court below and refused. 
A ery other respect the motion must be treated as an original one, and 
limiting the time within which an appeal was to be brought 
ot a Ply. tron, L.J., said that, in one sense, the application to 
Appeal was necessarily an appeal, because it could not be 
made until after an application had been made to the court below and 
rary but the Court of Appeal was exercising an original jurisdiction, 
the rules‘as to regular appeals did not apply. At the same time, it 
be wrong to encourage the notion that a party could come to the 
of Appeal at any time after the refusal of the ‘court below without 
any explanation of his delay, or showing some new ground for his 
ion. en Jessel, M.R., said there was not co-ordinate jurisdic- 
he Rrobably intended to use the words only with reference to the 
wa hod case then before him. Bowsn, L.J., concurred. [We may 
Lj oy herd decision is in accordance with what was said by Mellish, 
: aolean ¥, Vaughan (20 Soxtcrrons’ Journat, 728),}—Soxrorrors, 
Mersiand, Howitt, ¢ Bverett ; Frith Weedham. 


Serrrep Lanp—TuReateneD Satz py Tenant ror Lire—Acrion BY 
REMAINDERMAN FOR Iysunction—DismissaL oF Action—APPLICATION FOR 
Insunction TO Restrain Sate PENDING ApPEAr—Sezrriep Lanp Act, 1882, 
s. 53:—In a case of Thomas v. Williams, before the Court of Ap on the 
18th inst:, an application was made for an injunction to a tenant 
for life from sellin settled land, pending an ap from the judgment at 
the trial of the action. The action was brought by the remainderman, 
claiming an injunction to restrain the tenant for life from exercising the 
power of sale conferred by the Act, on the ground that, having i ay to 
section 53, the sale ought not to be made. Section 53 provides **% 
tenant for life shall, in exercising any power under this Act, have regard 
to the interests of all parties entitled under the settlement, and shall, in 
relation to the exercise thereof by him, be deemed to be in the position 
and to have the duties and liabilities of a trustee for those ies.’” 
Bacon, V.C., dismissed the action, and the plaintiff a Court 
of Appeal (Brett, M.R., and Corroy and Bowen, L.JJ.) held that, having 
regard to the question raised as to the construction of section 53, the 
appeal was not a frivolous one, and that the defendant ought not to be 
allowed, pending the appeal, to render it fruitless. They accordingly, 
following the precedent of Wilson v. Church (L. R. 11 Ch. D. 576,), 
granted the injunction asked for, pending the appeal, on an un 
y the plaintiff to be answerable in damages.—Soxicrrors, W. A. Stephens ; 

‘ames Neal. 


ee 


Costs—TaxaTion—Hicuer orn Lower Scane—Action or Account— 
JUDGMENT FOR LESS THAN £1,000.—In-the case of Gray v. Lucas, before 
Chitty, J., on the 11th inst., an adjourned summons was heard, raising 
the question whether the costs of the action ought to be taxed on the 
higher or on the lower scale.. The action was brought against the defend- 
ant, as agent, for an account and payment of the balance found due from 
him. The accounts extended over several years, the total amount of receipts 
being upwards of £18,000. The defendant, before the institution of the 
action, had furnished accounts showing a balance due from him of 
£218 11s. 4d. The accounts contained, on the debit side, various sums, 
which the defendant had retained for his remuneration, and the state- 
_ment of claim alleged that such charges were excessive and improper. 
The result of rhe action was that the plaintiff recovered a further sum of 
£750 beyond the sum of £218 11s. 4d. admitted by the defendant to be 
due from him, making altogether £968 11s. 4d., and the defendant was 
ordered to pay the costs of the action. The taxing master taxed these 
costs on the lower scale, on the ground that the amount recovered was 
under £1,000. The defendant thereupon took out a summons to review 
the taxation, and for directions to the taxing master to tax the costs on 
the higher scale. Currry, J., considered thatthe taxing master was right 
in taxing the costs on the lower scale, as the result of the action showed 
that at the time it was commenced the balance due from the defendant was 
under £1,000.—Sottcrrors, D. Aston; Webb § Burt. 


Practice—Lnarep Company—Wusprve-ur Psrrmion—Orper Passep 
AND EnTERED—Lanerty TO Restore.—In the case of Jn re The Ice Factory 
Construction Company, before Chitty, J., on the 17th inst., an icati 
was nade on behalf of the company for leave to restore to the paper a 
petition to wind up the company. It ap that the petition, which 
was presented by creditors, had been h and an order to wind up the 
company passed andentered. The company had since arranged to pay 
the petitioning creditors’ debts, and the object of the application was 
the petition might, if there was no opposition, be dismissed at the re- 
hearmg. Currty, J., gave leave to restore the petition to the list for the 
28th inst., and directed the petition to be advertised again for that day, 
stating that such leave was given without prejudice to any question.— 
Sourcrrors, Shephard $ Riley. 


Practice—Action Commencep 1x District Reorsrry—TRansFer oF 
Action—Rvuies or Covrt, 1875, orp. 36, nr. 1, 294.—In_ the case of 
Hawksl.y v. Dobson, before Chitty, J., on the 13th inst., a motion was 
made to restrain the plaintiff from acting upon a notice of trial at Notting- 
ham before a judge and j at the assizes, or from Pages the action to 
be entered for trial with the district registrar or associate, that the ques- 
tion of law might be triedin the Chancery Division. It appeared that the 
action, which was in the Chancery Division, had been commenced im the 
district registry of Nottingham, and that place was proposed in the state- 
ment of claim as the place of trial. The action was afterwards, at the instance 
of the defendants, transferred to London. It wascontended bythedefendants 
that the action being in the Chancery Division, and transferred to Lon 
could not be tried at the assizes without an order of the judge, under ord. 
36, r. 29a, stating on its face the reason for which it was expedient 
the action should be so tried. Currry, J., said that ord. 36, r. 1, provided 
for the trial of the action in the county or place named in the statement 
of claim unless the jndge otherwise ordered. The terms of the rule 
were peremptory, and it applied equally to actiéns commenced in the 
Chancery Division and to actions commenced in the Queen’s Bench 
Division, and also as well to actions brought in the district as to 
those broughtin London, Therefore the transfer of the action to London 
made no difference whatever. The plaintiffs had ed as they were 
entitled to proceed,. They had not obtained anorder under ord. 36, 7, 29a, 
because no order was necessary, for that rule only applied to cases where a 
special order had been made, The defendants were really seeking for a 
c ange of venue, for which no grounds were shown, The whole moticn 
failed and the defendants must Ray the costs in Pe eS dee 
Field, Roscoe, § Co,, for Enfield § Son, Nottingham; Mitliem H. Stevenson, 





Nottingham 
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Execvrors—Promissory Nore—De.ivery.—In the case of In re Banks, 
deceased, Banks v. Stables, before Chitty, J., on the 16th inst., a question 
was raised as to whether a document given by the testator shortly before 
his death to the trustees and executors of his will to secure a sum to his 
daughter was a promissory note or a testamentary document. It epprenst 
that the testator having sold certain estates which he had by his will, 
made in 1877, devised to his daughter as her share of his property, on the 
13th of February, 1878, informed his executors of those facts, and stated 
that he wished to pay her a sum of £2,000 in substitution for the adeemed 
devise, but that not having that sum available, and being very ill, and also 
not wishing to alter his will, he was desirous of giving her a note in her 
favour for £2,000, bearing that date, and payable two years after his 
death. He accordingly signed a document on stamped paper, bearing a 
£1 stamp, and in the following terms:—‘‘ Howden, 13th Feb., 1878.— 
Two years after my death I empower my sons and trustees, John and 
William Banks, the sum two thousand  powets to pay to my daughter, 
S.C. As witness my hand, Jolin Banks. Witness, John Banks, Jun., 
William Banks. £2,000.’’ The testator requested his executors to hand 
the note over to his daughter, which they did on the first occasion when 
they saw her, being about a month after its date. In the meantime, on 
the 5th of March, 1878, the testator had died. On the 5th of December, 
1878, the executors paid the testator’s daughter £1,900 in discharge of the 
£2,000 payable cule the note. The testator’s estate subsequently 
proving insufficient to pay all the legacies left by the will, the legatees 
contended that the amount secured by the note must be treated as a 
legacy, and therefore as abating rateably with the legacies contained in 
the will. It was submitted on behalf of the legatees under the will that 
the document contained no absolute promise on the part of the testator to 
pay the specified sum, and was therefore wanting in the chief essential of 
a promissory note; and also that there was no legal delivery. The docu- 
ment must therefore be treated as a mere authority to pay; or, if regard 
was had to theform of its execution and attestation by two witnesses, it 
might be admitted to probate as a codicil to the will. Currry, J., said 
that it was no doubt the law that a promissory note must contain an abso- 
lute and unconditional promise on the part of the person who signed it to 
pay the sum specified. But to constitute such a promise no precise form 
of words was requisite, and it was enough if the instrument expressed an 
intention to give the promise. The decision of Lord Macclesfield, referred 
to by Lord Hardwicke in Stmpson v. Vaughan ( 2 Atk. 32), afforded a good 
illustration of what the law was on the point. A note was given for an 
executed consideration expressed to be ‘‘ for £20 borrowed and received,’’ 
but at the end were the words, ‘‘which I promise never to pay.” 
Lord Macclesfield held that the final words could not render the 
substance of the document nugatory, and that there was a good 
foundation for an action of assuwmpsit. No precise words of con- 
tract, therefore, were essential in a promissory note, provided that 
they amounted in legal effect to an unconditional promise to pay. In 
the present case, when all the circumstances were considered, and 
especially the fact that the document was written on stamped paper, bearing 
a correct stamp, it was impossible to come to any other conclusion than 
that it was the opinion and the intention of the testator that the docu- 
ment he signed was, and was to operate as, a promissory note. With re- 
ference to the contention that there was no legal delivery, it was to be 
observed that the testator, although he had lived some three weeks after 
the making of the note, had never asked his sons to return it him, and 
the evidence moreover went to show that he gave them directions which 
he never intended to recall. The law as to delivery of securities not 
under seal did not differ from that of delivery of deeds. With respect to 
the latter class of instruments, it was stated in Shepherd’s Touchstone, 
p. 57, that delivery to the grantee would suffice, or delivery to anyone he 
had authorized to receive it, or delivery to a stranger for his use and on 
his behalf. And the authorities were aiso clear that, on a delivery to a 
stranger for the use and on the behalf of the grantee, the deed would 
operate instanter, and its operation not be postponed till delivery over to, 
or acceptance by, the grantee: Doe d. Garnons v. Knight (5B. & Cr., p. 
692). The law presumed acceptance of what was for the acceptor’s bene- 
fit. He, therefore, was of opinion that there had been a legal delivery of 
the note. It was, therefore, unnecessary to go into any other question. 
In this view of the case the executors and trustees of the will were justi- 
fied in treating the document as a valid promissory note, and their pay- 
ment of the £1,900 in discharge of the note could not be impeached.— 
Soxrcrrors, Ridsdale ¢ Son, for Weddall § Parker, Selby, Yorks; Lambert, 
Petch, § Shakespear ; Torr, Janeways, § Co. ; McColla. 





Sorrcrror—Cuarce ror Costs—‘‘ Property RECOVERED OR PRESERVED ”’ 
—Interest oF Person nor Cirent—23 & 24 Vicr. c. 127, s. 28.—In a 
case of Charlton v. Charlton, before North, J., on the 16th inst., the 
— was raised whether the charge which, by section 28 of the Act 

& 24 Vict. c. 127, the court is empowered to declare a solicitor entitled 
to upon property recovered or preserved in an action for his costs, charges, 
and expenses in the action, can extend beyond the interest of the solici- 
tor’s own client in the property. Norru, J., said that, in the absence of 
any authority, he should have held that the charge was to be on the whole 
fund recovered or preserved, the principle being that, but for the solicitor’s 
exertions, the fund would not have existed for anyone, and that his costs 
of recovering or preserying it ought to be a first charge on the fund. But 
his lordship thought that Bailey y. Birchall (2 H. & M. 371) was a decision 
to this effect, though Berrie v. Howitt (L. R. 9 Eq. 1) was a decision to 
the contrary. But Batley v. Birchall had been approved by Lord Selborne 
in Pinkerton v. Easton (L. R. 16 Eq. 490) and by the Court of Appeal in 


(of which we give a note this week). The latter case had not yet 
fully reported, and if the matter had depended on that decision alone } 
lordship said he should have reserved his ia ayy i until @ full report hai 
appeared. But he thought the point was really decided by the Court ¢ 
Appeal in Bulley v. Bulley.—Soutcrtors, Jackson § Evans; H. W. Chatter. 
ton ; Bolton, Robbins, § Busk. ne 





Morrcack—Morteacor’s Power or Leastnc—ConveyaNcine Acr, If}, 

s. 18—Morteace Execurep AFTER COMMENCEMENT OF Act, IN 
or AGREEMENT BEFORE Act.—In a case of In re Nugent and Riley’s Contract, 
before North, J., on the 17th inst., a question arose as to the 

section 18 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which confers certain 
leasing powers on a mortgagor in possession, as against every ineup 
brancer, but provides that the section shall apply only in the case of, 
mortgage el after the commencement of the Act. In a lease for thr, 
years, executed in 1879, there was a provision that the lessee at 
the end of the term, be entitled to purchase the fee simple of the 9 

roperty at a specified price, on his giving three months’ notice to th 
essor, and that the lessor would permit a specified part of the purchag. 
money to remain on mortgage of the property, and it was provided thi 
the mortgage deed should contain a t pave of sale, in case of default in 
payment of the mortgage-money, and also all clauses incident thereto an 
usual in mortgage deeds of freehold hereditaments. The lessee gay 
notice of his intention to exercise his option to purchase, and som 
questions arose as to the proper form of the mortgage deed. Among 
other things, the lessor (the mortgagee) insisted that a clause shouldl 
inserted expressly excluding the application of section 18. The lessee 
mortgagor) objected to this, and a summons, under the Vendor and Py. 
chaser Act, 1874, was taken out to determine this and other questions, 
Nortu, J., held that the lessor was not entitled to have this clause inserted, 
Section 18 was expressly confined to mortgages executed after the com. 
mencement of the Act, and the court was now asked to add a 
that the section should not apply to a mortgage executed after the com. 
mencement of the Act, but in pursuance of an agreement entered into befor 
the Act. His lordship thought that he could not do this, but the parties 
must take the burden and the benefit of the Act as a whole.—Soxicrrom, 
Routh, Stacey, § Castle; W. Stubbs. “ 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
AnnvaL GENERAL MEETING. 


The annual general wer of the society took place at the Hall, Chan- 
cery-lane, on Friday, the 13th inst., Sir Tuomas Paine, President, in the 
chair. 

The minutes of the special general meeting held on the 2nd inst. were 
read = some slight alterations made therein at the suggestion of various 
members. 

The candidates for the vacancies on the council having been proposed and 
seconded seriatim, and there being more candidates than there were v: 
to be filled, the Presrpenr appointed Tuesday, the 7th of August, for re 
ceiving the scrutineers’ report of the poll which was necessary to be taken, 
Mr. N. Hanhart, Mr. H. Woodward, Mr. A. Curtis Hayward, Mr. William 
H. Humphreys, and Mr. W. R. Cooke consented to act as scrutineen. 
There are eighteen candidates for twelve vacancies. 

Mr. Ebenezer John Bristow, of 1, Copthall-buildings, and Mr. Cornelius 
Thomas Saunders, of Birmingham, were elected president and vice- 
president for the ensuing year. The Cuarrman stated that Mr. 
Saunders was the first country solicitor who had acted in the capacity of 
vice-president. ; 

The following were elected auditors: Mr. Spencer Whitehead, Mr. 
Theodore Thorowgood, and Mr. Joseph Henry Sc er. 

The Prestpent moved the adoption of the account of receipts and dis- 
bursements for the year ending the 3lst of December, 1882. 

Mr. W. P. W. Pururmors asked whether it would not be possible to 
circulate a fuller statement amongst the members, and enumerated & 
gg of items of which he would have liked to have had detailed particu- 


Mr. Ricuarp Pgnyinetoy, as Chairman of the Finance Committee, 
remarked upon the labour and apeoee which would attend the publicatio 
of such detailed accounts as Mr. Phillimore suggested, and, in ad@iga 
did not think such publication would be found to be accepbaii vat 
members at large. phere of the society could obtain all the infor 
= he could wish about any item whatever on making tion to 


Mr. C. Forp wished to know what items included the salaries which 
were received by the paid assistant commissidhers. 

Mr. Pennrneton replied that it was the item of ‘‘ Examinati¢ 
Registration, Lecture and Law Class Expenses, £5,255 10s. 4d.” 

The motion was carried_ 












Tue ANNUAL Report. 


The Present moved that the annual report be recelved and 
adopted. : 
Mr. Epuunn Knauer regretted, with regard to the resolution passed at 
the special general meeting held in January calling attention to the it~ 





Bulley v. Bulley (L. R. 8 Ch. D. 479), and the same view appeared to have 
been taken by the Court of Appeal in the recent case of Greer v. Young ) 
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ves, and to the evil at present arising from the taxation of costs being 
during the vacation, that the — did not contain some further 

tion as to what action the council had taken upon this resolution. 
It was of little value passing these resolutions unless they were followed 
up. The want of taxing masters and chief clerks was most severely felt 
poth by the profession and the public, and atime had arrived when the 
whole question ought to be ventilated. At the same meeting a resolution 
was also passed to the effect that no application against a solicitor ought 
to be entertained unless upon notice of motion supported by affidavits, 
and that the present method of posting up his name in “‘ Re ——, a Gentle- 
man, §¢.) instead of, like other motions, ‘‘—— vy. ——,”’ is oppressive 
and ought to be altered. This was a most important matter, for it was a 
most undesirable thing that a solicitor should be bracketed with another in a 
simple matter of taxation of costs and the next minute find the solicitor 
about to be struck off the roll. The report said the council had made a 

tation to the Lord Chanceller on these subjects. He (Mr. Kimber) 

would like to know what the reply of the Lord Chancellor had been. He ought 
tolend every attention to these representations with the object of finding a 
yemedy. The report further stated that the council had been informed by the 
Lord Toller that a room at the left of the Strand entrance had been 
devoted to the use of solicitors, in which a limited number of lockers had 
been provided. A locker might be obtained by any solicitor on applica- 
tion to the Lord Chancellor’s secretary on payment of an annual fee of 
one guinea. A room had also been appropriated as a solicitors’ dining 
room. The council were now in communication with his lordship with 
the view of obtaining a room exclusively for a solicitors’ writing or 
common room. He spoke of the difficulties in the way of obtaining re- 
freshment at the courts, and insisted that such a room as that referred to, 

ly conducted, would be of the greatest convenience to solicitors. 
tt also appeared, as regarded the Corrupt Practices Bill, that the 
council had resolved that a solicitor, or election agent, charged with any 
corrupt practice by or before election commissioners, should no longer be 
liable to be suspended from his business of election agent for seven years 
without first having notice of the charge, and an opportunity of being 
heard by himself, counsel, or solicitor, and witnesses, in answer to such 
charge. He did not think this resolution at all necessary. Solicitors 
were not reported unless convicted out of their own mouths, and the 
present system was a just and sound one. The report also said, ‘‘ Pro- 
ceedings have been taken in several instances against unqualified persons 
who have practised as solicitors, and the offenders have been imprisoned 
or fined.”” He was glad to see that. 

Mr. F. K. Munrton said that as he had previously interested himself 
with regard to the Middlesex Registry, he was very glad to see that the 
council had put before the society in the report the exact fees payable in 
the regi y solicitors. He had given notice to the registrar in half-a- 
dozen haphazard cases asking him to be good enough to inform him upon 
what principle his charges in these cases were made out. And it was his 
(Mr. Munton’s) intention, in default of a satisfactory answer, to commence 
proceedings against the Middlesex registrars to recover all sums they had 
received from him during the present year, over and above those allowed 
by Act of Parliament. Inasmuch as the society had already passed a 
resolution that the council should give their help in the matter, the time 
was coming on when he should ask forthat help. As regarded the accom- 
modation in the Law Courts there was a corridor between the Common 
Law Division courts and those of the Chancery Division, and through this 
the members of the bar had free e. He asked why solicitors were 
not allowed the like | riya e suggested that when the opportunity 
arose the president should make a communication to the authorities with a 
view to giving solicitors a like advantage with counsel in this respect. 
For many years he had thought the council were showing increasing 
strength in the resolutions to which they had come, and he was deeply 
sorry to see that, on the present occasion, they had come to a very weak 
conclusion in the matter of ‘‘Sheriffs,’’ and he hoped that they would yet 
see their way to reconsider their decision. In some instances he thought 
they had made pope which he thought would hardly be indorsed 
by any members of the society other than those who prepared that por- 
tion of the report. One of the recommendations unanimously passed at 
the annual provincial meeting at Hull was, ‘‘ That, unless otherwise 
directed in writing by the creditor's solicitor, all proceeds of execution 
shoulg be at once paid into court.” The remarks the council made were, 
“The adoption of this recommendation would not benefit the execution 
creditor, who has at present the most summary remedy against the 
sheriff.” He asked any solicitor with practical experience whether the 
creditor had a summary remedy against the sheriff? The law permitted 
the creditor to move for an attachment against the sheriff, but it was 
impossible to put it in force gegen & He would like the meeting to 
say that, in their opinion, such a remedy was not satisfactory, and that the 
resolution should not go forth with the fiat of the Law Society’s Council as 
it stood in the report. The report went on, ‘‘ The transfer of the execu- 
tion of final civil process from the office of sheriff to an execution depart- 
ment would, moreover, have the effect of depriving those solicitors who 
are under-sheriffs of a large part of their business, a change which, it 
seems to the council, should not be promoted ¥ this society, except under 

ressure of some general public grievance, of the existence of which there 

no sufficient evidence.”” The only persons from whom the council could 

evidence were the solicitors a not the clients. If the council were 

to wait until some general grievance was shown by the public at large, 
they would wait a very long time indeed. 

Mr. F. R. Parker expressed his gratitude for what the council had 
to the accommodation of solicitors in the new Law 
Courts, and hoped that they would press on to get other accommodation that 
was necessary. He asked whether there was any committee charged with 
dealing with such complaints as had been made. He observed that the bar 





had appointed a committee, who had made-themselves heard, and had got 
their complaints attended to in regard to the courts, and he should like to 
see the same thing done for solicitors. He claimed, as a solicitor, an equal 
right to admission to the courts with a barrister, and the solicitor 
much more right to admittance than the mere idle spectator. It was as 
important to them as to the barristers to be present at certain trials, even 
though they might not be actually engaged in them, and far more so than 
to the average barrister, who put on his wig and gown in order that he 
might take in his wife or his sweetheart. the old courts the solicitors 
had no difficulty in this respect, and he appealed strongly to the council 
to endeavour to get some alteration effected. Then, in the Chancery 
Court of Appeal, the solicitors could hear nothing from the place appro- 
priated to them. Then, with re to the room referred to in the 
report, he understood that the custodian would admit no one who did not 
pay the guinea for the locker. Referring to the Corrupt Practices Bill, he 
differed from Mr. Kimber in everything he had said, except the proposi- 
tion that a solicitor found guilty of corrupt practices should not only be 
punished as severely as any other common briber, but far more so. Mr. 
Kimber had forgotten the case of a solicitor who was accused by a third 
party where the accusation never came to the solicitor’s notice at all, and 
on which he was never asked to defend himself, but upon which he was 
reported. Such cases had occurred over and over again. That was a 
glaring injustice to solicitors—to the common briber no consequence 
followed any such report until found guilty by a jury of his countrymen, 
but a solicitor was disqualified and turned out of his profession for seven 
years for that report from the circumstance that no candidate would 
employ him for that period. He thought the council’s report in this 
respect a very great success. He was proud that Mr. Gregory had 
succeeded in getting the House of Commons to overrule the fiat of the 
Attorney-General against this amendment. 


The Presrpenr remarked that there was no difference of opinion as to 
their right to get into the courts, and they ought to have the freest 
possible access. The council had been in frequent communication with 
the official solicitor, a member of their own body, and from whom they had 
received considerable assistance. It must be remembered that every 
member of the bar was known by his gown, whilst the solicitor had no 
badge of office. The council had discussed as to whether something of the 
kind should not be adopted, but it had been bres 29 that the incon- 
venience would be greater than the convenience to derived from it. 
He hoped the difficulty complained of would soon be got over. He 
believed the Appeal Court was improvised, and he concurred in the views 
of Mr. Parker, to some extent, as to the inconvenience of that court. In 
point of fact, as to all the other courts, the council were consulted and 
made themselves heard, and the arrangements of the court were carried 
out in accordance with their suggestions. 


Mr. J. S. Rusenster asked, with regard to the resolution passed at the 
special general meeting of April, ing a memorial to the late Master 
of the Rolls, what was likely to be done. 


The Presrpent said the resolution not only had not been overlooked, 
but he had put himself in communication with what he thought were the 
leading authorities of the bench and bar on the subject. Asfar as matters 
had already gone, whilst everybody admitted the it, the transcendent, 
merits of the late Sir George Jessel, it was considered a very undesirable 
precedent by the judges and the bar to contribute to any memorial 
officially. At present, he was afraid there was very little prospect of any- 
thing further being done. 

Mr. Exuerr observed that he had heard Mr. Munton’s paper on the 
subject of Sheriffs read at Hull, and that it was fair to remember that, 
owing to the shortness of time and the number of points raised in the 
paper, there was no minute discussion, and therefore the recommendation 

id not come with the force it might otherwise have had. The under- 
sheriffs were taken from the solicitor branch of the profession, and he (Mr. 
Ellett) entirely went with the report of the council that, unless a very 
strong case were made out, the society ought not to be the active i 
in any movement which would take away from their own branch of the 
profession duties they were at present performing. The change, he 
thought, must necessarily be one of name rather than of substance. The 
recommendation in substance was to transfer the duties at present per- 
formed by the under-sheriffs to the executive department. The duties 
would have to be discharged by persons resident throughout the length and 
breadth of the land, and no persons could so well perform them as local 
solicitors. With reference to the proposal that additional facilities should 
be given for obtaining money from the sheriffs, he could speak of instances 
in which a very little pressure indeed had been successful. He thought 
the remedies proposed by the report were sufficient, and he believed that, 
speaking generally, the great body of the under-sheriffs were found to dis- 
charge their duties with great satisfaction. The changes could not be 
effected without legislation, and if they reflected upon what would happen 
if the subject were broached with a view to legislation, they must come to 
the conclusion that it was impossible for the profession to move in the 
matter. 


Mr. J. R. Apams was sorry to see no reference in the report to the 
procedure and practice of the courts. It was exceedingly mconvenient 
that judges were sent about the country as they were. Just asa judge 
was settling into his place he was sent off on circuit or to the assizes, and 
others were obliged to take his duties who were perhaps quite unacquainted 
with them. He observed that the council were preparing a Bill with 
reference to notaries. Why should a body of solicitors interfere with a 
totally independent body against whom they had no complaint? It was 
exceedingly inconvenient and wrong that this body, who had quite enough 
to do to attend to its own affairs, should meddle with the affairs of the 













































































nearer PORATION: 






$0 RL NIE RTE ENON IGN NE BLE RAT SETI TEER OLE SSO ORT SIC aah i Se eee oreener oeranesee Bee 


638 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL | 








notaries. He had seen a copy of the Bill, which did not seem to him in 
itself a reasonable proposition. : 

The Prestpent said the Notaries’ Bill originated in a resolution passed 
by the society at the annual provincial meeting at Bristol some years ago, 
which expressly instructed the council to move in the matter. The 
opinions of the council were not unanimous with respect to it, but they 
had acted in obedience to instructions from a general meeting. In 
reference to Mr. Adams’ other question, no representation had been made 
with respect to the matter. Everyone knew there was a great change in 
procedure and practice which had been impending for a longtime. At 
present the council had not received an exact copy of the new rules, but 
they would be before them in a few days, and, whilst they were pending, 
they did not conceive it their business to interfere with the judges, 
inasmuch as it appeared to be a Treasury difficulty instead of a profes- 
sional one. 

Mr. Grrvuam Kzen remarked that the question of ‘‘ Notaries ”’ was not 
only decided at Bristol, but had been thrashed out in that hall, and it had 
been determined to go on by an enormous majority. The profession were 
determined that this measure of reform should proceed. He thought 
the Lord Chancellor also took the same view. 

Mr. J. AnpErson Ross said that chancery judges with very little know- 
ledge of criminal law were taken away to try causes at the assizes, and 
what were the results? In the Vice-Chancellor’s court there were millions 
sterling which could not be touched for a month ata time because one 
judge transferred his cause list to a second, who was then ordered off to the 
assizes. There were fifteen common law judges and only five chancery 
judges. No one could get his money and no orders could be made. It 
was time that the council took action in the matter. 

Mr. Puimore rose to move, as an amendment to the portion of the 
report referring to the library, an alteration of the bye-laws, to provide 
that the hall and library shall be open to members every day (except on 
Sundays, Christmas Day, Good Friday, and days of public fasting and 
thanksgiving), and that the council may also, during vacation time, 
entirely close the hall or library for such period as may be requisite for 
repairing or cleaning the same respectively, but 

The Presipent ruled him out of order, and 

The report was adopted. 


Procepure at Genersat Meerincs. 

Mr. Beysamry Greene Lake moved, on behalf of the council, the 
enactment of a new bye-law to the following effect :—‘‘ It shall not be 
competent for the president or other chairman at a general meeting of 
the society, without the express sanction of the council first obtained 
thereto, to allow any discussion to take place upon any matter, or to put 
to such meeting any resolution thereon, if it appears.to him that the 
question raised upon such discussion or resolution has in substance been 
decided by resolution passed at any general meeting of the society held 
within the twelve months immediately preceding.’”’ He remarked upon 
the large amount of time which had been needlessly consumed at recent 
meetings in the bringing forward again and again of subjects which had 
already been fully discussed and decided upon by the members. The 
rule proposed was analogous to that im force in the House of Commons, 
whereby a matter which had already been: discussed could not be again 
brought forward in the same session of Parliament, except the Speaker, in 
his discretion, thought proper that it should again be brought forward. 
In this case the president would, represent the Speaker. Now that there 
were four general meetings of the society in the year, some such bye-law 
had become ne “ 

Mr. Joszru Apprson seconded the motion, asserting that there was not 
the least desire to prevent full and free discussion of the various subjects 
introduced at these general meetings, but it was desirable to avoid 
wasting the time of members by bringing them there over and over again 
to consider questions which had but recently been dealt with. 

At the suggestion of Mr. Metvm1 Green, the words “‘ by resolution 
passed’ were omitted from the motion. 

Mr. Macartuvur moved an amendment to omit the words ‘‘the 
council,” and substitute ‘‘such meeting.’’ He said there was a plan 
actually.in pete Proposing to give the club 8,000 more square feet, at an 
e to the general body of members of £5,000 or £6,000. 
he Presipent ruled that Mr. Macarthur was out of order in introducing 

3 topic. 

Mr. Krxszr seconded the amendment. The members did not bring 
forward their own grievances, but the grievances of the whole profession 
and the public. It was necessary there should be full discussion, and 
that the grievances brought forward should be discussed over and over 
again until a remedy was found for them. 

Mr. Putiimore was opposed to the motion. He said that if the pro- 
posed bye-law had been in force the meeting of the 2nd of July could 
never have taken place. He thought that when resolutions were rejected 
by a very small majority it was perfectly justifiable to bring them forward 
over and over : 

Mr. Samvet Day supported the motion, on the ground of the serious 
waste of time to country members involved in bringing them to these 
meetings to discuss the same old subjects. 

Mr. Newman also was in favour of the motion, and thought the amend- 
ment, if carried, would perpetuate the evil complained of. 

Mr. Rose did not as a friend of the council, but the society had 
appointed them as a governing body, and whatever differences there might 
be as to details, they ought to give them their honest, straightforward, and 
Ofrhe amathern 

The am t, on being put to the meeting, was negatived. 

Mr. E. Le Ricuz moved a further amendment substituting the word 
‘*seven”’ for * twelve” in the motion. 





Mr. Kiser seconded the amendment, which was put and negativyed, — 

The original motion was then carried. oe 

Mr. Macartuvur handed to the president a protest as follows :—“W, 
protest against the resolution moved by . B. G. Lake as 
repugnant to the charter, and ultra vires.—J. R. Macarruvur, Epyuy 
Kuwer. 


ConvEYANCING CounseL—Cuancery Drviston. 


Mr. E. T. Harcrezaves called attention to the great delay caused ty | 


suitors owing to the state of the work before the conveyancing counsel of 
the Chancery Division. He said that for thirty-one years the business hag 
been increasing, and yet the number of counsel remained the same. He 
gave several instances of the difficulty he had himself experienced on this 
account. He moved that, in the opinion of this meeting, the number of 
conveyancing counsel should be largely increased, and that they should 
be prohibited from taking private practice. 

ne motion was seconded by Mr. Kimper, and on being put to the 
meeting was negatived. 


County Courts. 


The Presipent suggested that, as the question of the county courts was 
so intimately connected with the new rules about to be issued, it would 
perhaps be well that Mr. Munton should allow the motion of which he had 
given notice to stand over until after they had been received. The 
motion was as follows:—‘‘That the report of the sub-committee on 
county courts presented to the council be adopted by the society.’’ 

Mr. Muyrow said that he should almost wish to get rid of county 
courts altogether if the state of things at present existing was to continue, 
He was willing however to fall in with the president’s suggestion. 


PROCEEDINGS AT THE ProvinctAL MEETINGS. 


Mr. Muntron moved, ‘‘That, with the view of eliciting opinion and 
insuring some practical outcome of the papers read at the provincial 
meetings, it be an instruction to the authors to conclude with a motion; 
moreover, that the length of the papers should not, if possible, largely 
exceed fifty folios.’’ He remarked that the papers of country mem) 
were often over in silence because they had no friend present to 
start a discussion. He thought the motion would obviate this for the 
future. 

Mr. Brven seconded the motion. 

Mr. Ross said everything depended upon the value of the papers, and 
he would rather have matters as they were at present. 

Mr. Parker thought the subject might safely be left in the hands of 
the council. He suggested that Mr. Munton should be content with the 
discussion and not press the motion. 

Mr. Kimser opposed the motion on the same grounds. 

Mr. Munton said he would withdraw the resolution, but in such a form 
as to extract from the president a promise that it would be considered 
when occasion afforded. 

The Presmwent: Of course it shall be considered; but you must alse 
extract from the president that he is averse to your views. : 

Mr. Munton; Then I withdraw it. 


Tue Crus, &c. 


The Prestpent stated that he had received a note from Mr. C. Ford 
withdrawing until the next meeting the notices of motion with reference 
to the Club and other matters which stood in his name. 

Mr. Macartuvur rose to move the repeal of the 37th bye-law, but was 
ruled out of order by the president. 

Mr. Macarruvr was understood to say that he had handed in a protest 
with reference to it. He next moved that the following be bye-laws of 
the society :—“ (a.) That all lettings by the council of any rooms in the 
society’s buildings for a longer term than one month, or for any rent less 
than the fair letting value, shall be subject to the sanction and confirma- 
tion of the next annual or general meeting of the members of the 
society.’? ‘‘(b.) That the particulars of every letting requiring such 
sanction shall be stated in the notices convening such next general 
meeting, and be submitted for the sanction and confirmation or dis- 
allowance of such general meeting, and all such lettings shall be stated in 
the society’s next annual report.’’ 

Mr. Kimper seconded the motion. 

A Mempzr moved, and Mr. Day seconded, the adjournment of the 
meeting sine die, which was carried. 

Mr. Fixcu proposed, and Mr. Parker seconded, a vote of thanks to the 
president, which terminated the proceedings. 

The business still on the paper consisted of two motions oy Mr. 
Macarthur respecting the Club, and one with reference to an alleged 
informality in the proceedings at the meeting on the 31st of January. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery Lane, London, on Wednesday, 
July 11; Mr. Herbert Tritton Sankey in the chair. The other directors 

resent were “y 8. H. ve ae we eer Beriah Brook, 
win Hedger, R. Pennington, R. Pi oolwich), Rickman, 
Henry Roscoe, J. Anderson Rose, _— th, Frederick T. Veley 
(Chelmsford), F, T. Woolbert, and Mr. J. 
£825 was distributed in grants of relief, and other business 


Smith, 
. Scott (secretary), A of 
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THE NEW PROCEDURE IN THE 
CHANCERY CHAMBERS. 
Sate tn Gos daterisination of qucetions srsing, in the admainiacration 
of an estate or trust :— 


II.—ApMINISTRATIONS AND Trusts. 


3. The executors or administrators of a deceased person or any of 
them, and the trustees under any deed or instrument or any of them, and 
any person claiming to be interested in the relief sought as creditor, 
devisee, legatee, next of kin, or heir-at-law, or customary heir of a 
deceased person, or.as cestui que trust under the trust of any deed or 
instrument, or as claiming by assignment or otherwise under any such 
creditor or other person as aforesaid, may take out, as of course, an 

inating summons returnable in the chambers of a judge of the 
Division for such relief of the nature or kind following, as 

may by the summons be ified and as the circumstances of the case 
may require, (that is to say), the determination, without an administra- 
tion of the estate or trust, of any of the following questions or matters :— 

(¢.) any question affecting the rights or interests of the person claiming 
to be creditor, devisee, legatee, next of kin, or heir-at-law, or 
cestui que trust: 

(}.) the ascertainment of any class of creditors, legatees, devisees, 
next of kin, or others: 

(c.) the furnishing of any particular accounts by the executors 
administrators or trustees, and the vouching (when necessary) of 
such accounts : 

(@.) the payment into court of any money in the hands of the 
executors or inistrators or trustees : 

(.) directing the executors or administrators or trustees to do or 
abstain from doing any particular act in their character as 
such executors or ~ ee istrators or trustees : 

(f.) ~ approval of any sale, purchase, compromise, or other trans- 

on: 


(g.) the determination of any question arising in the administration of 
the estate or trust. 

4 Any of the persons named in the preceding rule may in like 

manner apply for and obtain an order for— 

tt the administration of the personal estate of the deceased : 

b.) the administration of the real estate of the deceased : 

¢.) the administration of the trust. 

5. The persons to be served with the summons under the last two 
— in the first instance shall be the following; (that is to 
say, 

A. Where the summons is taken out by an executor or administrator 
or trustee— 

(a.) for the determination of any question, under sub-sections (a.), 
(e.), (f.), or (g.) of rule 3, the persons, or one of the persons, 
whose rights or interests are sought to be affected : 

(b.) for the determination of any question, under sub-section (J.) 
of rule 3, any member or alleged member of the class - 

(c.) for the determination of any question, under sub-section (c.) 
of rule 3, any person interested in taking such accounts: 

(4.) for the determination of any question, under sub-section (d.) 
of rule 3, any person interested in such money: 

(e) for relief under sub-section (4.) of rule 4, the residuary 
egatees, or next of kin, or some of them: 

(f.) for relief under sub-section (b.) of rule 4, the residuary 

visees, or heirs, or some of them : 

(g.) for relief under sub-section (c.) of rule 4, the cestuis que 
trust, or some of them : 

(4.) if there are more than one executor or administrator or 
trustee, and they do not all concur in taking out the summons, 
those who do not concur: 

B. Where the summons is taken out by any person other than the 
executors, administrators, or trustees, the !said executors, adminis- 
trators, or trustees. 

6. The court or a judge may direct such other persons to be served 

with the summons as they or he may think fit. 

7. The application s be supported by such evidence as the court or a 
ce may require, and directions may be given as they or he may think 

ust for the trial of any questions arising thereout. 

8. It shall be la for the court or a judge upon such summons to 
pronounce such judgment as the nature of the case may require. 

9. The court or a judge may give any special directions touching the 

or execution of the j ent, or the service thereof upon 
persons not portion, as they or he may think just. 

10. It not be obligatory on the court or a judge to pronounce or 
make a judgment or order, whether on summons or otherwise, for the 
administration of any trust or of the estate of any deceased person, if 
the questions between the parties can be properly determined without 
such judgment or order. 

ll. en any summons under rules 4 or 5 of this order has been taken 
out, every subsequent summons ing to the same estate or trust shall 
be marked with the name of the j whom, for the time being, the 
matter is assigned, and in case any such subsequent summons shall be 
marked with the name of another judge, it shall be the duty of the 
executors, administrators, or trustees to apply for the transfer to such 


interfere with or control any power or discretion vested in any executor, 
administrator, or trustee, except so far as such interference or control may 
necessarily be involved in the particular relief sought. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examrnartion. 
June, 1883. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll of 
solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recommended 
the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 
Frest Crass. 
[In order of merit. ] 
Charles William Callis, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Tew 
Holland, of Blackburn; Messrs. Milne, Riddle, & Mellor, and Messrs. 
Bolton, Robins, Busk, & Co., of London. 
Arthur Ritchie Upjohn, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Moon, and Mr. William John Gilks, of London. 
Arthur William Easterling, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Mills, of the firm of Messrs. Mills & Bibby, of Huddersfield. 
John Hextall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Thompson 
Stoneham, of London. 
John Sidney Smith, who served his clerkship with Joseph Larke 
Wheatley, of Cardiff; and Mr. Edwin Andrew, of Londo ’ 
Seconp Cuass. 
[In alphabetical order. ] 
George Beloe Ellis, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Kendall, of 
the firm of Messrs. Kendall, Price, & Francis, of London. 
Charles Fry, who served his clerkship with Mr. George Newby Watson, 
of Darlington ; and Messrs. Iliffe, Russell, Iliffe, & Cardale, of London. 
Edward Henry Ridge, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel Richard 
Dew, of Llandudno and Bangor; and Mr. Charles Milne Barker, of 
London, 
Thomas Augustus Sommers Scott, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
James Dundas Down, of Dorking. 
Samuel Heywood Seville, who seryed his clerkship with Mr. Fenton 
Granger Atkinson, of the firm of Messrs. Atkinson, Saunders, & Co., of 
Manchester. 
Charles Herbert Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Wilkinson, of York. 
Turrp Cuass. 


{In alphabetical order. ] 

Walter Andrew, who served his clerkship with Mr. William John Saxon, 
of the firm of Messrs. Grundy, Kershaw, Saxon, & Sampson, of Manchester 
and London. 

Sherard Arthur Ashin, , who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Swift, of Sheffield; and Messrs. Bell, Broderick, & Gray, of London. 

Charles Fdward Blackmore Bowker, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Bryans Thomas Limbert Ackland, of Saffron Walden; and Messrs. 
Andrew, Wood, & Glaisier, of London. 

Charles Henry Gibson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles John 
Howe, of the firm of Messrs. Brownlow & Howe, of London. 

James Gray, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry William 
Trinder, of the firm of Messrs. Trinders & Romer, of London. 

Alfred Octavius Hedley, who served his cl ip with Mr. Charles 
Kidson, and Mr. Alexander George Mackenzie, of the firm of Messrs. 
Kidson, Mackenzie, & Kidson, of Sunderland. 

Walter Badworth Jessopp, who served his clerkship with Mr. Leverton 
Jessopp, of Bedford ; and Messrs, Ullithorne & Co., of London. 

Albert Charles Macintosh, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Pitman, of the firm of Messrs. Pitman & Son, of London. 

Arthur Edward Nalder, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Bellamy Nalder, of Barrow-in-Furness. 

James Marshall Allen Poncia, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Worsfold Mowll, of Dover; and Mr. Joseph Gatey, of don. 

Ernest Thorney Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Hear- 
field, and Mr. Henry Casimir Lambert, of Hull. 

The Council of the cnosmemans Law ‘Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr, Callis, the prize of the Honorable Society of Clement’s Inn— 
value 10 guineas; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Upjohn, the prize of the Honorable Society of Clifford’s Inn— 
value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. Easterling, the prize of the Honorable Society of New Inn— 
value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. Hextall and Mr. John Sidney Smith, prizes of the Incorporated 
Law Society—value 5 guineas each. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

a number of candidates who attended the examination was seventy- 
three, 








Messra. Driver, of Whitehall, sold the Campsey Ash estate, near 
Wickham Market. Suffolk, consisting of 4,100 acres of land, at the Mart 
for £105,000. We believe this is the largest sale in London this 
season. The Bawdsey Hall estate was sold the same day by Messrs. 





first-mentioned judge of such subsequent summons. 
12, The issue of a summons rule 49 of this order shall not 


Driver for £22,600, 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. James WeEszer, solicitor, of Upwell, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Joun pz Haymuanp Urermarcx has been appointed Bailiff and 
President of the States for the Island of Guernsey, in succession to Sir 
Peter Stafford Carey, resigned. Mr. Utermarck was called to the bar in 
Guernsey in 1839, and he has been Queen’s Procureur for the island since 
1851 


Mr. Tuomas Goprrey Carry has been appointed Queen’s Procureur for 
the Island of Guernsey. Mr. Carey was called to the bar in Guernsey in 
1855. 

Mr. Tuomas Atrrep Ristne, solicitor, of Great Yarmouth, has been 
elected a Member of the Town Council of that borough. 

Mr. Gitzert Georce Kenyepy, barrister, who has been appointed 
Recorder of the Borough of Grantham, in succession to Mr. William John 
Ewins Bennett, deceased, is the son of Mr. John Kennedy. He was called 
to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1870, and he practises on 
the Midland Circuit and at the Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, and Derby- 
shire Sessions. 

Dr. Recrnatp Sovruey has been appointed a Commissioner of Lunacy. 

Mr. Greorcze Henry Morcan Owen, solicitor, of Carnarvon, has been 
appointed Secretary to the Carnarvonshire Conservative Association. Mr. 
Cwen was admitted a solicitor in 1881. 

Mr. Joun Jacos Drxon, solicitor (of the firm of Green & Dixon), of 
Northwich, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Cheshire 
for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 

Mr. Wii114M Mortey, solicitor, of 145, Cheapside, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to Administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. ExsenezEr Joun Bristow, solicitor (of the firm of Wilson, Bristow, 
& Carpmael), of 1, Copthall-buildings, who has been elected President of 
the Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year, was admitted a 
solicitor in 1847. 

Mr. Cornetivs THomas Saunpers, solicitor (of the firm of Saunders & 
Bradbury), of Birmingham, who has been elected Vice-President of the 
Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year, was admitted in 1850. 

Mr. Erxramm Wayman, solicitor, has been appointed Clerk to the 
Borough Justices at Cambridge, vacant by the death of the late Mr. John 
Eaden. Mr. Wayman served his articles with Messrs. Ebenezer & Edmond 
Foster, of Cambridge, and was admitted in Easter Term, 1854. In 1868 he 
graduated B.L. at St. Peter’s College, Cambridge, and subsequently pro- 
ceeded to his degree of LL.M. 





DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP, &c. 


Marcus Lovis and Witt1am Ospert Epwarps, solicitors (Louis & 
Edwards), Ruthin. July 7. [ Gazette, July 17.] 

Mr. F. W. Arxmson, of 19, Palmerston-buildings, E.C., and Mr. 
J. H. Dresser, late of Billiter House, have entered into partnership, and 
will in future practise as solicitors at the first-mentioned address under the 
style of Atkinson & Dresser. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
July 12.—Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Briirs.—Ramsey and Somersham Junction; Hull, Barnsley, 
and West Riding Junction Railway and Dock (Various Powers). 

Pawnbrokers. 

duly 13.—Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Brr1s.—Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law) (No. 
2); Tramways Provisional Orders (No. 3). 

July 16.—Royal Assent. 

The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the following 
Bills :—Medical Act Amendment, Registry of Deeds Office (Ireland) 
Holidays, Local Government Board Provisional Orders (Poor Law), 
Local Government Board Provisional Orders) Poor Law, No. 3), 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Highways), Local Government 
Board (Ireland) Provisional Orders Confirmation (Carlow, Listowel, and 
Newtownard), Enclosure (Hildersham), Local Drainage Supplemental 
(No. 2), New Forest Highways, East and West Dean (Highways), Drainage 
and Improvement of Lands (Ireland, No. 2), Local Government Board 
Provisional Orders Confirmation (No. 3), (No. 6), and (No. 10), Local 
Government Board (Ireland) (Limerick Waterworks), Tramways Orders 
Confirmation (No. 4), Metropolis fietepelisy St. George-in-the-East 
Provisional Orders Confirmation, (Metropolis) (Brook-street, Limehouse 
ditto, Metropolis (Windmill-row, New-cut) ditto, Metropolis (Trafalgar- 
road, Greenwich) ditto, Fraserburgh Waterworks, Local Government 
Board Provisional Orders Confirmation (No. 8), Anstruther and St. 
Andrew’s Railway, Maryport and Carlisle Railway, Seafield Dock and 
Railway, Brighton Corporation Waterworks, Blackrock and Kingstown 
Tramways, Castledery and Victoria-bridge Tramway, Glasgow Corporation 
Loans, Great Eastern Railway (General Powers), Wrexham, Mold, and 
Connah’s Quay Railway, Alliance and Dublin Gas, London and North- 
Western Railway (New Railways), Midland Railway (Additional Powers), 
Portsmouth Street Tramways (Amalgamation), Pewsey and Salisbury 
Railway, Kirkcaldy and District Tramways, Ribble Navigation and 
Preston Dock, Selby and Mid-Yorkshire Union Railway, Billinghay and 
Metheringham Light Railway, Cleator and Workington Junction Railway, 
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Halesowen Railway, Swindon and Cheltenham Extension 
Swindon, Marlborough, and Andover Railway, Drypool Parish 
ground, Argyll Ship Canal, Holy Trinity, Coventry (Vicar’s Rate), Qoy 
Corporation (Additional Money), St. Helen’s and District Tram 
Belfast and Northern Counties Railway, Ballymena, Cushendall, ang | 
Redbay Railway, Didcot, Newbury, and Southampton Railway, ang 
Londonderry and Enniskillen Railway Amalgamation. 
Bill Read a Second Time. 
Factories and Workshops Amendment ; —— Acts Continuance; 
Sale of Intoxicating in on Sunday (Cornwall). 
uly 17.—Bill in Committee. 
Turnpike Acts Continuance. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brius.—Regent’s Canal City and Dock Railway (Various 
Powers) ; Staines and West Drayton Railway; East and West Yorkshire 
Union Railways; South London Tramways. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
July 12.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Bruu.—Electric Lighting Provisional Orders (No. 8). 
Bills in Committee. 
Parliamentary Elections (Corrupt Practices) (new clauses) ; Companies 


Acts Amendment. 
Billi Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrt.—Manchester Ship Canal. 
July 14.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
‘ ene Brus.—Electric Lighting Provisional Orders (No. 10 and No, 
1). 


Mond 
Tueed 
Wedt 
Thur 
Frids 
Satu) 
Mon 
Tue 
Wed 
Thu 
Frid 
Satt 


Bills in Committee. 
Parliamentary Elections (Corrupt Practices) (new clauses and schedules); 
Statute of Frauds Amendment. 
July 16.—Bills in Committee. 
Mersey River (Gunpowder) ; Metropolitan Board of Works (Money); 
Sea Fisheries ; Companies (Colonial Registers). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bris.—London Commissioners of Sewers (Ventilation of 
Railways) ; Metropolitan Board of Works (District Railway). 
July 17.—Bill in Committee. 
Agricultural Holdings (England) (clause 1). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrt.—South-West Suburban Water. 
Mersey River (Gunpowder) ; Companies Acts Amendment. 
July 18.—Bill in Committee. : 
Agricultural Holdings (England) (clauses 1 and 2). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Sea Fisheries; Metropolitan Board of Works (Money); Companies 
(Colonial Registers). 


SEESESES 


eee met 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jormt Stock ComPantzs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
LONDON WHARFING AND WAREHOUSING CoMPANY, LimITED.—Creditors are re- 
quired on or before Aug 12 to send their names and addresses and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims to Frederic John Cornwall, Crosby bldgs, Crosby 
8q. Monday, Oct 29, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 
LONDON AND STAFFORDSHIRE FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. tors are 
required, on or before Nov 30 to send their names and addresses and the p 
ticulars of their debts or claims to Christopher James and Thomas Wi 
Herbert Delf, Bishopgate st. Within Wedesday, Dec 12 at 12 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 
MASKELYNE’S CHECKING APPARATUS COMPANY, LimiTED.—Kay J., has fixed 
ones , July 23 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
qui rr. 
NEW CAMBLIAN MINING AND SMELTING CoMPANY, LimITED.—By an order made 
by Chitty, J., dated June 23, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
the said company be continued. Linklater and Co, Walbrook, solicitors for the 


company. 

{ Gazette, July 13.} 

Lonpon Stork Brick CoMPANY, LimiTeD.—By an order made by Chitty, J. 
dated July 7, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. Gol Zs 
White Lion st, Norton Folgate, solicitor for the petitioner 

MASKELYNE’S CHECKING APPARATUS COMPANY, LimITED.—By an order made by 
Kay, J., dated July 6. it was ordered that the above company be wound up. 
Beall and Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner 

MULBERRY TIN Works, LIMITED.—Petition for winding =p, presented J 14. 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Friday, July 27. le and Co, ‘ord 
row, agents for Coode and Co, St Austell, solicitors for the petitioners ~ 

(Gazette, July 17.) 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ECKINGTON FREEHOLD LAND pen ot Sw J., has, by an order dated June 
1, appointed John Higginbottom, Chesterfield, to be official liquidator 

(Gazette, July 17.) 

STANNARIES OF DEVON. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

NEw FLORENCE MINING Company, LIMITED.—Petitionsfor winding up, pre- 
sented July 10, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the ces 
Hall, Truro, on Aug 8. Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing, in 
op’ ition to the petition, must be filed at the Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or 
before Aug 4, and notice thereof must, at the same time, be given to the petiti- 
tioner, his solicitor, or his agent. Archer, Truro, agent for Riccard, South 


Molton, solicitor for the petitioner 
(Gazette, July 17.) 
Frrenpiy Socretres Disso.vep. 


MitLoM FrRienDiy Society, Temperance Hall, Millom, Cumberland, July 10 
(Gazette, July 13.] 
F ‘arnham, 





FARNHAM 2ND INDUSTRIAL CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY, LIMITED, 21, East st, 
Surrey. July 11 ‘ . ie 
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a 
FRIENDLY BroTuHerRs’ BENEFIT Society, Chequers Inn Cholsey, Berks. March 


6. 

ENDRAETH TRUE IVORITES FRIENDLY SOCIETY, British School Roo; 
‘Pigumhyndendraeth, Merioneth. July 11 sb Gnciicsat 
{ Gazette, July 17.) 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Co . 
Date. yo thong V. 0. Bacon, pave 
Monds. July eccccbecce 20 Mr. King Mr. Ward Mr. Carrington 
De epislacisecese SS pe — a aaa jaar at 
‘ednesda: eeeeesesece 10, ar: arriD; 
coony , eeoccecccre 26 Merivale Pemberton Ps agg 
Friday.. +. coceee 27 King Ward Carrington 
ores covees 28 Merivale Pemberton Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Curry. Norra. Pearson. 
Monday, July ..cccsces. 23 Mr. Teesdale Mr. Koe Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday eececese eoecece 24 Farrer Clowes Cobby 
Wodnesday..ccccccsecoe 25 Teesdale Koe Jackson 
Thursday seevcevessceee 26 Farrer Clowes Cobby 
Frida: eeceteresesesesece 27 Teesdale Koe Jackson 
feturde eececereee secece Farrer Clowes Cobby 








Last week the Master of the Rolls mentioned that it had been 
represented to the court that it would be a great convenience to many 
members of the bar if after the long vacation the day for the hearing of 
bankruptcy appeals were altered from Thursday to Friday, and his 
lordship inquired of the gentlemen present in court who practise in 
these cabins whether or saw any objection to the proposed change. 
Mr. Winslow, Q.C., and Mr. Cooper Willis, Q.C., answered that they 
thought Friday would be as convenient as Thursday. 








RECENT SALES, 

At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Limited) sale, 
held.at their sale-room, 58, Lombard-street, E.C., on the 19th inst., the 
following were among tlie prices obtained :—Civil Service and General 
Store, 17s. 6d.; British Land £10 Shares, £5 paid, par; Indian Con- 
solidated, 3s. 3d. ; South African Syndicate, £50; Akankoo (Gold Coast) 
Mine, 7s. 6d.; Army and Navy Hotel £5.Shares, £2 153.; and other 
miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 








SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
July 23.—Messrs. JAMIESON & STANHAM, at the Mart, at1p.m., Leasehold Prop- 
see advertisement, June 16, p. 15). 
July 24.— a Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, a at the Mart, at 
2p.m., Freehold Properties (see advertisement, June 16 
July 24.—Messrs. DRIVER & Co. ., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., echola Property (see 
vertisement, July 7, p. 4). 
24.—Messrs. F- . ELLs, CLARK, & Co., at the Mart, at2p.m., 
old and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, June 16, p. 4). 
July 24.—Mr. EkEpMOND FRANK BREWSTER FULLER, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Lease- 
hold Pro a (see advertisement, this week, p. zo 
25.— FREDERICK ELLEN & SON, at the Mart, atip.m., Freehold 
tate (sce adi advertisement, this week, p. 644), 











BIRTHS, pres AND DEATHS. 


RICKARDS.—July 16, at 20, Bouthieseniees, 8.W., the wife of Arthur Geo: 

Rickards, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. = 
MARRIAGE. 

SconcE—ARMSTRONG.—J 11, at Haverstock-hill, Gideon Colquhoun Sconce 
barrister-at-law, to Emily Juliette, da iter of the late Rev. H. W. Gleed. 
Armstrong, Vicar of Bierton, pc cer they 

pears. 

Boome. ovale 17, at Heedingle ngley, Palmerston-road, Southgate, within one day of 

her eighth ap birdday Al wh. oy (Cd) the eldest daughter of John Henry 
of Lincoln’s inn. 


Boome, 

Norton.—July 13, at 11, marist road, as See p-gourt-road, John Bruer Norton, 
pero Jal 28, late Advocate-General iaiteettieh 
SmTa.—July 9, at Chipton, 5 ne Worthing, ang Tohr ohn Lucie Smith, C.M.G., Chief 

Justice of Jamaica, aged 56 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts, 
Fripay, July 138, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
Anstruther, John N bo oMaideuheed, Berkshire. Pet J 
, 0. ’ 
ep ewdigate, et July 9. Murray. 





Ellis, Chyarton Tannen, Cornhill, Stock and Share Broker. Pet July 11. Brougham. 


July 27 at 1 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Barlow, William, Birmingham, Wholesale Fruit Merchant. Pet July 9. Cole. 
Birmingham. J uly 27 at 2 = se 
Blanchflower, Geo Reedham, Norf Butcher. Pet July 10. orl- 
ledge. Great ree Rf uly 26 at 11 sii ae ; 
Chambers, Semmael, , Mowsley, Leicester, Grazer. Pet July 10. Ingram. Leices- 
Tr, ly 25 at 


Jones, James, Berton on Trent, Builder. Pet July2. Hubbersty. Burton on 
Trent, July 24 at _ 


Newsome, Ji gseph, j gays GB , York, Stock and ‘Share Broker. Pet July 10. 
Tennant. me . Me uly 31 at 12 

O’Déow Pare Henry, Margate, Hotel Keeper. Pet July 2. Furley. Canter- 
bury, ae 27 at 11 

Tilling, Geo aps, Decmnlay, Kent, Fly Proprietor. Pet July 10. Rowland. Croy- 
don, July St a at 12.30 

wee. 3 jets Emil, Kingston upon ayy Sam Merchant’s Clerk. Pet July 9. 

Kingston upon Hull J uly 24 


TUESDAY, July 17, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Allott, Alfred, Austin Friars, Accountant. Pet July 13. Murray. July 27 at1 
Briesen, Richard, London st, Fenchurch st, Confectioner, Pet July 12.. Hazlitt, 
July 27 at 12.30 
Harben, Benjamin, and Arthur Charles Harben, Great Tower st, Provision 
Merchants. Pet J uly 11. Brougham. 
Simkins, Ji ohn Goodall, Eton villas, North Finchley, Lighterman. Pet July 12. 
Hazlitt. Aug1at12 
= Thomas J., Great St Helen’s, Merchant. PetJuly13. Pepys. Augr 
a 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Boyle, William Carvill, + age super Mare, Solicitor. Pet July 14. Lovibond. 
ridgwater, July 30 at 1 
Heys, Ralph Heotiey, Liverpoo, Commission Merchant. Pet July 13. Cooper. 


Liverpool, July 30 
ey my Benjamin, Leeds, Corn Merchant. Pet July 13. Cautherley. Leeds, 
ug 8 at 
Marfleet, Hannah, West Wratting, Cambridge, Innkeeper. Pet July 14. Eaden. 
Cambridge, Aug 2 at 10 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frrmay, July 13, 1883. 


Booth, Hiram Crompton, pent Wine York, Picture Dealer. July 3 
Potter, Henry, Haverstock hill, Wine and Spirit Merchant. July 10 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fray, July 13, 1883. 


Acatos, Peter, Fenchurch st, Merchant. July 31 at 2 at office of Cooper and Co, 
es st, Mansion House. — on ‘0, Walbrook 
scough 


Halsall, caster, Farmer. July 27 at 10 at 
office of Brighouse and Co, B "Bank bdgs, Southoo 
Allcock, Harvey, Birmingham. nckle Maker. Aug 2 at 2 at office of 
Coleman my Co, Col Calmane TOW, B 
Allen, John, S lamorgan, Grocer. July 23 at 2 at office of Jellicoe, 
Trospect pl, Sennes> 
nee, Edward, Hailsham, oun, Butcher. July 25 at 3 at office of Champion 
Co, Terminus rd, Eastbourn 
Bak - John co t Molesey, Garvey, Market Gardener. July 31 at 3 at office of 
a "> 
tt, John, ‘Seathpert, Lancaster, Builder. July 25 at 11 at office of Brig- 
house and Co, Bank bldgs, Southport 
, Mary , Bristol, Licensed Victualler. July 27 at 3 at office of Cumber 
land, Clare st, Bristol 


Bennett, William, Stratford od Avon, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. July 23 at 
8 at Anchor Inn, oo st, Stratford on Avon. Plan 

Bonnewell, William Henry, Johnson’s crt, Fleet_st, Wood Letter Cutter. July 
at 2 at office of Nicholls lis and Leatherdale, Old Jewry chbrs. Piesse, Old Jewry 


chbrs 
Brewster, Frederick, na St Edmunds. Someatte. July 28.at 12 at Guildhall, 
Bury St Edmunds. Salmon, seen, foe st Edm 
Brown, Louisa Alice, Manchester, Licensed Vintualler. July 31 at3 at office of 
Sutton and yp ere ae 
Capel, Thomas ck, Wandsworth rd, Bootmaker. July 31 at 12 at office of 
oore, Old Saiccat et inn, Chancery lane. Turner, Old eant’s inn, Chancery 


lane 
Carr, Jabez, Swaffham, Norfolk, Jeweller. July 25 at 11 at office of Palmer and 


Winter, Swattham 
Carter, Richard , Chester, Relieving Officer. July 38 26 


William, Liscard. Assistant 
at 2 at office of Thompson and Simm, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead. Bleakley and 


Co 

Cawson, James, and Colin Cawson, Denmark rd, Phere, Builders. July 26 
at 3 at Law Institution, Chancery lane. New inn, Stran: 

Cosby, George, _ Lalenaier, Grocer, Aug 8 at 12 at office of Gee, New st, Friar 


lane, Leiceste: 
Craik, John, Lowton, Lancaster, Farmer. July 25 at 11 at office of Hopwood, 
King st, 
Crichton, Alexander, and Charles John Curry, Rathbone pl, Oxford st, Silver- 
smiths. J 27 at 2 at 7, Vigo st, helps ou st. Brown, Crutched friars 
Cummings, E Edward, Kendal, oreland, Labourer. July 30 at 2 at office of 
n, Finkle st, Kendal 


Davies, —— Fah, Cooke, nr ur Swansea, Glamorgan, Joiner. July 26 at 3 at office of 
vans, Yor! 
Dickson, Jaa J ames, > Sheela, Cal Capines Maher. July as ot ne at Law Society, Hoole’s 
8 effi 
Dixon, i eeaiee Ha , and oe 5 ohn on, Wonton Builders, July 30 
Ee . 11. = at office of Corbett, Avenue House, Wo: 


reester 
Thomas, Everton, Bedford, Farmer. July 26 at 12 at George Hotel, 
PRodtord Wad , Shelford 


Fitt, eienry, Richmond rd, Bayswater, Manure Merchant. July 23 at 11 at office 
of Tri p. Catherine st, Strand 
Fiatman, Jam vyames, Saxmundham, Suffolk, Ironmonger. July 30 at 2 at White Hart 


tel, undham. Ipswich 
Pee hob Robert, Bath, olla, Ipswich July 26 at 3 at 1, Abbey st, Bath. 


Clark th 
Gibbs, William, Low Lower Norwood, Builder. Aug 1 at 3 at office of Finch, Borough 
Grant, Al piano. ang = lll Insurance Agent. July 25 at 3 at 2, Prospect pl, 
Swansea. Jones, Swansea 



























we om OEE ENE SET OES TG YR STEMS ET EEN 









642 Woe THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL.. 





July 21,1 





<= 





Grant, re Painter. July 26 at 4 at office of Atkinson and Wilson, 
Green, J room, Joseph 2 ee mn, Nurseryman. July 31 at 12 at office of Neve and 
en, Saas olverhampton 
Habbijam, Thomas, Dronfield, Derby, Sarmer. July 25 at 11 at office of Jones 
iddl te, Chesterfie 


5 Gl 
re ay Se 1, Weatiled f Horbury: pm out of business: July 26 at 3.30 at 
omice 0} 
Harrison, pimp, Bereta Deniwood, Tenwioh Auctioneer. July 27 at 12 at office of 


Jen ence s st, I swich 

Harrison, Ormekirk Lancaster, pull Aug 2 at 3 at Talbot Inn, 
yee wel in Ormskirk. Wilton and Co 

Hatton, Hamilton Sydney, Coldharbour lane, Loughborough Junction, Builder. 
Aug 8 at 8 at office of Shepheard, Fins ST 

Et Ww, Sound, | Seetiek., 1, Edge Tool ufacturer, July 25 at 3 at office of 
Branson and ag Bank st, 8 

Hebberd, H poy t Lockssiey Hants Grocer. uur 2 31 at 11.30 at Mill Arms, Dun- 

dge, nr Pearce and Co, Southampto: 
wen np ae “Not! ham, Tailor. July 31 ab ° re office of Fraser, St John’s 


ry illiam, West Boldon; Durham, Tailor. July 25 at 11 at office of 
es and —-, rm st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Holmes, Richard, and Holmes, Cottingley, nr Bingley, Farmers. July 25 

at 3 at office of Sees. and Robinson, North st, Keig' 
Horder, J. ohn Ba Borie Gloucester, Grocer, July 2% at 2.30 "ot office of Collins, 
Broad st on, and Co, Bristol 
—- g oy St George’s, Gloucester, Draper. July 25 at 2 at office of Par- 
gh st, Bristol. Beckingham, Bristol 
Hoyles, Bagh Bi ietuiph, Ptationy. Farmer. July 28 at 11 at office of Hollins- 
Piccadill stall 


Hudson, John, » Coventry, nf of business. July 27 at 3 at office of Owen, Colmore 


——, m 
Hunt, George emi Goto Fulford, York, Solicitor’s Clerk. July 27 at 11 at office 
etergate, 

Honter, Robert, Gloucester, no occupation. July 26 at 11 at office of York, 
Berkeley st, Gloucester 

James, Charles, Feckenham, Worcester, = of business. July 20 at 3 at Unicorn 
Hotel, Redditch. Simmons, Birming! 

Jenkins, 1 David, : anddewibreti Gardioen, a Widiane, July 24 at 12 at Townhall, 


J caking®, "Frederick, Halifax, Sewing Machine Maker. July 25 at 11 at office of 
Newton, Foun st, Halifax 

J — Dent, , Merthyr Tydfil, , Draper. July 25 at 39, Broad st, Bristol, in lieu of 

J ons Pris ara Seremnce, out of business. July 25 at 3 at office of Evans, York 
pl, Swansea 

Jones, Richard Prothero, Courteenhall, Northampton, Mineral 2 Agent, July 25 
at 3 at office of Howes and Percival, Abington st, Northampto: 

Jones, Robert, Preston, Baker. J uly 30 at 12 at office of oe, Winckley sq, 


Jones, Pedy ec ‘Wolzerbempton, Be Stafford, Tailor. July 26 at 11 at office of 
odes, Queen st, Wolver ip 
Kindell, James, Harrow, Middlesex, Builder. July 30 at 8 at Law Institute, 
Chancery lane. Tinkler, oe st 
Knight, d Pilkington, B: m hill, pearey Manager of a Coal Merchant’s 
Business. July 25 at 3 at office of Fitch, B 
Knowles, David, Workington, Cumberlan 4, Watchmaker. July 28 at 11 at office 
of Paisley, Bridge st, Workington 
ey, Tom, an illiam 1 ry, Hrs St ‘Geoewe, § Gloucester, Coal Merchants. July 


at 12 at oltice of Salisbury. 
Townhall st, Haekney, Confectioner, Aug 1 at 8 at 
office of Birchall, Mark lane 
Lawton, Francis Ralp inh, Silverdale, Stafford, Grocer. July 24 at 11 at office of 
J 








Lan btean, Houde Pion: Panemieks Tevvditag iiiepe, duly i ob 2 06 
0 eriton, Somerset, Trave er. at 2 a 
Leslie, Joh Singon, Henrictea st, Covent ae a tat ing ti + Bat 
ohn e oven: en, Boo ler, at 8 ai 
Guildhall tavern, Gresham st Nash and eld, Queen st 
Lloyd, Mary Anny techapel rd; Cutler. July 27 at 3 at office of Haynes, Bush 


e, Cannon 
B.. Geo ~ ae Romsey, Hampshire, Opnchhudises. July 28 at 2 at Crown 
ia Southampton. Marshfield — Hutchings, Wareham " 
, Barlow, Derby, Builder. Ai uly 25 at 2 at office of Jones 
ddleton, ¢ Gheike = oe rfield 
son, goeemhs h, Barlo Doster Be Perper. July 25 at 3.80 at office of Jones 
id. luman pad 
Frederick William, | mbeth —. < E ohn 2 at 4 at office of Han- 
ee st, Cheapside. Myers, Gres bldgs. 
Mi omas, Carlisle, Dealer in Meal eal, oo ar at 2 at Trevelyan Hotel, 
Lowther Hod 


. igson, lisle 
William, Pontypridd, Grocer, July 24 at 12 at office of Collins, Broad st, 
and James ull inn et, Strand, Fruit Salesman. July 25 


at 3 at office of Cooper and Co, In’s inn fields 
orto: He 1 ] ,» Butcher. July 27 at 11 at office 

















of 

Mucklow, John Arundel 
office of Morris Mites cet, Tem 

Mudge, Thomas, Exeter, Butcher. Jee 26 at 11 at office of Reed, High st; Exeter: 


Lawless, 
Nem, John, Aldridge, Stafford, Baker. July 24 at 11 at office of Bill, Bridge st, 


Newton, William Bipdesion, Towcester, Draper. July 26 at 12 at Guildhall 
Tavern. Whitton, Towcester 
‘aton, Thomas, Francis st, Tottenham ct rd, pi, Berke s Clerk. ba 28 at 4 at 


Masons’ soe re silasons’ ayenue, Chea; 
Peaker, George, Leeds pa tae era 26 at 8 Pa eS ee ST 


parade, 
Pearman, Henry, Ethan phe Seaipettee. July 24 at 8 at office elites, Walisans 
Peck, say Waltet, Or Groylone Tobacoonist. July 25 at 8 at Green Dragon Hotel, High 


a." Cro Yo 
Wan, Btoumbridge, Glass Cutter. July 28 at 11.at office of Wall, Hagley 
tips, © George bop Chertsey, Bootmaker, July 31 at 11 at 6, Tavistock st, 
chars, John, Ne ~ acted , Mon, Builder. July 18 at 2 at office of Broad and Pottow, 
Roberts, John, Neath, Tailor. July 23 at 1 at Queen’s Hotel, St Mary st, Cardiff. 
William, ie: d, Hereford, 
b~ s —y Grocer, July 80 at 11.80 at Spread Eagle 


mud Bromy: 

ussell, Trinity lens, Canvas Merchant. July 30 at 3 at office of 
Belly, Obey Ht nee Shi 

Ge, pe hg Henry, Belerave, cester, Shoeing Smith. Aug 8 at 8 at office of 


sortie, Wiliam Aust, Bta ord, China Dealer. July 2 at 1i ab office of Bowen, 


yp ie 








pers 
— Chemist. Fily Hat § ot ellos ot Madden, Lewd ot, | 






8 eS Alfred, Newbury. Berks, Brewer. July 24 at 11 at Queen’s } 


8 sap wey Fohin, No itingham, C mission Agent. July 26 at 12 at 
ove, 0) otti: m, Com: a 
ORRLE GES TEE Encater, anes 0h 08 oce ot GOA 
nm, Chester. Aug 2 at 8 a’ ce 1 
Se eland, Pca st, Liverpool. ’ Garey, Liverpool 
Starkie, Bouey Segee ey, Lancaster, Saddler. July 25 at 3 at officay 
ng and Son, Leigh 


nd ‘Brederick Moulds, West Bridgford, Notts, Hay Dealen, ] 
J ~ vad at 2 at Assembly Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. teva 


ot 
Patna Charles Dansey, Idol lane, Gt Tower st, Merchant. July 25 3 at 
Castle and Falcon Ho’ , Aldersgate st. emans and Dicker, Gui 
Teer, ges Ouston, or Birtley, Durham, Innkeeper. July 27 rar 
= ee of — and Warlow, Northern Assurance bldgs, Collingwood st, Rohe j 


Temple, J onathan, Wigton, Copbernind, Draper. July 27 at 11 at office at 
ver and Son 5 > pl, Wi 

Tey . illiam, Bradford, Farmer. July 27 at 3 at office of Atkinson and Wilson, 

st, 

Thorpe, J ohn, Newton Moor, Chester, Boiler Maker. July 25at 3 at office g 
Brooks and Co, Townhall chbrs, Ashton under Lyne 

Tiffin, H James, Wavertree, Lancaster, Printer’s Traveller. July 25 at$ a 
office 0 of Fletcher, Harrington : st, Liverpoo! 

Tilt, George William Alfred, and Francis Lawrence, Glasshouse yd, Ald 
st, Fancy Box Manufacturers. July 26 at 3 at Mullen’ 8 Hotel, Ironmonger 
Cheapside. Martin and Banks, Queen st, Corepaid 

Tosring, sisains Chubb, 2 East End, Finchley; uilder. July 24 at 2 at office o 

ey, 

Wainwright, Jose a Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturer. July 27 at 12 at offite of 
Hincks, Bowling ' Green st, Leicester 

Ward, Samuel Hill, Hulme, "Lancaster, Machine Broker. J uly 23 at 2.30 at offics 
of Beaumont and Rigby, "Booth st, Manchester 

Watson, Thomas, Manc ester, Importer of Oysters. July 30 at 3 at office of 
Cobbett and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

ba es Albion, Minchinham oom, Licensed Vietualler. July 28 at 12 at office of 

Potter, Regent st, Cheltenha 

Westacott, John, te sig Cab Proprietor. July 25 at 11 at office of Reid, High 

pt Exeter. Campi 
t, Alfred Cornish, Bristol, Ironmonger. July 24 at 2.30 at office of Salmon 
00: Broad st, Bristol 

Whitaker, James Simon, Kearsley. Lancaster, Mill Overlooker, July 24 at 3 a 
office of Eckersley, Mawdsly st, Bolton 

White, James soe ag Cross st, +, Cripplegate, Crape Manufacture’. Aug 2at 
3 at 83, Gresham st. Lawrence, Lonsdale chbrs, eepcere lane 

White, Thomas, Swansea, Builder. July 26 at 11 at office of Hartland and Co, 
Rutland st, Swansea 

Whitin ting. John, Le Leven, York, Grocer. July 27 at 2 at 15, Bowlalley lane, Kingstoi 
upon 
ans ool, Consulting Chemist. July 39 at 2 at Russell H 
Houghton st, st, Liverpou. # Evans, Liverpool Be 

“Deni - ~~ aaopes, = Trefriw, Carnarvon, Farmer, July 26 at 2 at office of Ellis, 

en 8 


Lianrwst 
=, Dernb. nohester Beerhouse Keeper. July 23 at 3 at office of Lawton, 


ween st, 

Wilson, Thomas, 8 ay a, Provision Dealer, July 26 at 3 at office of Collins, Broad 
st, Bristol. Smith and and Lawrence, Swansea 

‘Windass, George Wilde, Kingston upon Hull, Builder. July 25 at 3 at office ot 
Mends and a Rie mg st, Kingston — Hull 
insland, — lane, picfasey: Oilman. July 31 at 3 at office of 
Macarthur tnd d Co John st, Bedford 

Wood, James, Manchester, Cabinet Maker, July 31 at 3 at office of Knott, Chapel 
walks, Manchester 
Wood, John Frederick, bg te rey Horse Slaughterer. July 26 at 8 at office of 


and Henstock 
ag Greenwich, Builder. J uly 25 at 3 at office of Noton, 


Barcla 

Wood, Richard Le 
Lombard st 

oodhams, William Cooper, L one pare Colour Manufacturer. Aug 1-at 2 at 12, 

Bishopsgate st Without. _ Truefitt and Cane, niabopegate st Within 

Wrench, George, Sidcup, Hairdresser. July 26 at 3 at office of Pedley and Bart- 
lett Bush a dene, Cannon st 

Wrig ht, W iia, Northallerton, Innkeeper. July 26 at 4 at office of Fowle, North- 
alle: 

Wrintmore, George, Camerton, Somerset, Beer Retailer, July 2 at 11 at 1, Abbey 
st, Bath. Bartlett, Bath 


TUESDAY, July 17, 1883 
—— ett, King’s rd, Chelsea, 1 eral Dealer. July 28 at 8at 188, King’s 


Aitken, George J _— e. Lavatpedl, Provision Merchant. July 30 at3 
office of hoose’ and Co, North John st, Liverpool. Bepericn men 


Licensed Victualler. July 30 at 4 at Law Society, 
Dale, South Shields 
Stafford, Greengrocer. Aug 1 at 3 at office of 
no occupation. July 80 at 
1 at 11 at office of Dob- 
Saunders Crouch, Wemb rd, Hig 
Boulton, Gresham ' gata, 
July 30 at 10 at office of Boodle, 


Wine Merchant, July 30 at 12at office of 





























80 at 2 at King’s Arms Hotel, Penryn: 
80 at 2 at office of Pitt, John at. Bristo 
Canwanten, Old so passer 
, Leicester, Grocers. July 31 at 
arwick, Baker. Aug 1 at 12 at office of 
. July 9 at 12 at Bugle Inn, St 
» Plumber. July 30 at 8 at office of 
Victualler. July 24 at 1 at office 
. Aug 1 at 12 at office of 
July 8i at 12 at office of Proud, 

Power Loot Cloth if R 
gates, Manchester, Rad 9 


Bradb 
Neale ox ; 


burn 


July 80 at 12 at office of Burman 


ro 


BebsFeyheige 


DS OR EO ee eke «emt Hi Biol fab fyBP BREE Hes ogtvere® 









t 3 at 
Lg Qat 
id Co, 


wm ea 


toy ee 
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enry Samuel, St John’s pi. Wandeworth, Dealer. Aug 1 at 3 at 


righ’ et Coy, Queen 
ms A * Gniver,and William Rose Rickard, Old st, City rd, Joiners, 
at an 7) ofce eof Gr Greenfield and Chamberlain, Clement’ 


, a rthborough. ng, Potato ene Clerk in Holy Orders. July 31 at 
f Gates, 

Oat afice of Lennox, 2 Sanitary In —— July 26 at it 
at office of get 


rial vies, Gols Colmore row, 
“oo. rmingham, Hotel Waiter. Tul’ wr th 8 at bee ee 


Clarke, any igh t, Bi 
et Tames erviman, Gheltenhane Builder, Aug 1 at 12 at Star Hotel, 
. Clarke. Cheltenham 

; Owes, Eawrard, Bradford, ' Yor x, Dealer. Aug 1 at 3at office of Atkinson ana 


st, Bradf 
Samuel, Houndsditch, Fancy Warehouseman. July 27 at 3 at office of 
Moore, Cro Crosby £4, ins instead of J ay 10, Noon and Clarke, Bloomfield st 
Dean, ‘Alexander itby, and » Heginbottom, Manchester, Boor and Shoe 
Dealer. Aug iat 3 at office + Humphreys, Carlton chbrs, St Ann st, Man- 
es ‘William Fleney, North Shields, Grocer. July 24 at 8 at office of Sewell, Grey 
ti on e 
#, ser cwcales Henry, mry, and Thomas John Dixon, Worcester, Builders: July 30 


ffice of Corbett Avenue House, Worcester 
it os Sunderland, Durham, Tailor. . uly 27 at 11 at office of Smith, John 


land 
Eaton, Edward, Camberwell New rd, out of business. July 24 at 3 at office of 


Jenkins, Tavistock st, Covent en 
Thomas South: » Tobacconist. July 28 at 11 at office of 
Peace and Ellis, A ArcBd 


Brringto 4 James Hen Wei att st, Clerkenwell, idary. July 30 at 2 at 
f f Martin an ney, 9 Newgate st. Farlow er Jackson, Se Benet pl, 
ee stuareh st 


Goodfellow, George Ben, and Frederick Frank Goodfellow, Hyde, Chester, Iron 
and Brass Founders. Aug 7 at 12 at office of Slater and Co, Mosley st, Man- 


Hivand, hgh me Albert rd, Peckham, Teacher. Aug 1 at 2 at office of Godden, 
inn, Strand 
Hy Hey wiliem. Comms, Glamorgen, Grocer. July 31 at 12 at office of 
an ys, Pon 
get vol — Great Damen y York, Upholsterer. July 27 at 2 at office of Dunn, 


Bane, Norwich, Furniture Broker. July 26 at 12 at office of Bavin and 
nes. Castle meadow, ch 
ae, Samuel ~ lor, Weston super Mare, Builder. July 26 at 2 at office of 
Parsons, High st, Bristol. Baker and Co, Weston snper Mare 
burn, John Gotch, and Frederic Hepburn, Long lane, Bermendasy. aaa 
Aug 1 at 2 = Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. Linklater and Co, Walbrook 
Hickman, Price H: opkins, Cornfield ter, Eastbourne. Aug 1 at 3 at office 
of Burt, Leadenhall st 
Hodson, William, Bedford ct, New oe st, Theobald’s rd, Lithographer. July 
26 at 2 at office of Jones, Bucklers 
Holmes, ee ene a udieret eld, Coal Mexchant, Aug 1 at 3 at office of Welsh, 
Queen st, Huddersfie! 
ae, To pownend. New Mills, Derby, Tees Victualler. Aug 9 at 2 at Townhall 


Digg Bennet, Salfor: 
Howard, "Rieder! ok 
Garden, B 








William, and ecres, ‘Eaward Durrell, Russell st, Covent 
uilders. Aug 7 at 2 at 81, Gresham st. Halse and Co, Old ‘Burling- 


Hower, st, Gal William, Battersea, Butterman. July 31 at 2 at office of Pettiver, 
College st, C st, . ~ hill, Cannon st 
Hudso: roughton, | Wilts, Railway Clerk, July 30 at 3 at office of 


Boodl AN = bl 
Thomas, Nc oa h, Post oon Clerk. July 31 at 12 at office of Emerson, 
ae AT Williann jiangan, Glamorgan, Farmers. July 26 at 11 at 
er. July 30 at 2 at offices of Armstrong, 


of Ran nwo * hn 
say so x mstone, Essex, 


Jones ‘Hugh, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Ironmonger. July 30 at 1.30 at the Station 
Bangor. J ones, Bethesda 

aan Seam, Wamerwd, Bg pee’ t, Joiner. July 27 at 12 at offices of Deane 
‘Hands, Townhall passage 1 nughboro borough 

ll, Richard Arnold, Russell st, Brixton rd, Builder. July 26 at 3 at the 

1 Arms Lou Roe Wi “Rymer R Rochester row, Westminster 

tent 8, ‘itiam illiam, Brodi Wheelwright. Aug 4 at 11 at offices of Hope, 
uthwark 

ohn, Merth; aye ee Ea A etiam Tailor. July 28 at 11 at offices of Lewis, 


eg d st, M 
Alf igs ie Reis Be ob 3 a8 MRA OF Dee 





na 








Hig) T iolbeen. Commission Agen’ 
and Farlow, 2 Newgate st. Hughes, St Bonen 1, Gracechurch st 
copes j ip ameamengy rd, eousy park, Bi, Geacest Manufacturer. Aug i 
at 0} —f 100: 
James, Ta Meee eet Travelling Draper. July 31 at 11 at offices of 
Kite, Hammet st, Taunton 
Ord, Thomas, New Shildon, Durham; Innkeeper. July 30 at 11 at offices of 


» Feethams, aye yo 
Penny, Charles, Harrow rd, rlesden, Builder. r. Aue? 8 at 3at Law Institution, 
lane. Mackeson and Co, Lincoln’s 
, et, Mommntio enter pane Clothier. Aug 1 at 11 at office of Griffith, 
tle un 
Pory. — ponte poet Pa lane, y Church Furnisher, Aug 3 at 2 at 269, High 
bo eacock and oddard ; 


Bqwerd, Bristol, Tailor, July 25 at 2 at 145, Cheapside, London. Salisbury, 











eo ene Julystabd ab Law Institute, Brad- 
ys Charles Lake, Cardiff, Plumber. July 30 at 11 at office of Jones, Duke st. 


Rossiter, William Robert, Two-milé Hill, nr Bristol, wont Manufacturer. July 
30 at 2 at office of = and Dickinso: n, Exehange West, Bristo 
rh, William, rnwall, Grocer. July 30 a6 12 at office of Cock, Pydar 
, Truro 


pe oy George, Ossett, York, Saddler. July 30 at 11 at office of Evans, Central 
bldgs, Chaves, it 
on, Charles, Moss Side, Manchester, Book ale. Aug 2 at 3 at office of 
ss Age d Son, Mount st, Albert sq, Mancheste: 
i? ~ te! ns ohn a rd, Highbury, Builder. po 2 at 3 at office of Finch, 


Sister Semee ts Leloester, Traveller. Aug 1 at 3 at office of Hincks, Bowling 
Green st, Leiceste 
Smirk, George dear, Norton, Durham, Builder. July 30 at 11 at office of Hun- 
ton and Co, High st, Stockton on Tees 
July 27 at 2 


Soutners. ine Herbert, North rd, Old Brentford, Confectioner. 
at Masons’ il Tavern, ‘Masons’ avenue. Davies, ghall st 
Sone: Denice Naunton, Gloucester, Licensed Victualler. J uly 28 at 11 at office 
nt st, Cheltenham 


Signer, Eliza th, Halifax, Confectioner. July 30 at 11 at office of Wavell and 
Co, George st, Halifax 
Aug 7 at 2 at office of 


Sutton, N athaniel, Sutton lane, Ganmereury, Grocer. 

s hier | — i Abott, beans 7 Ot eto yf . 3 7 
wainson, ward, Colton, caster, ourer. 26 at 2 at ce 
Hall, Ulverston. Tyson, Dalton in Furness ~~ eae 

Taylor, Shemelds, South Bank, York, Grocer. J july 27 at 2.30 at office of Pybus, 
High st, Stockton on Tees. ‘aber and Fawce 

Thomas, Benjamin, Llandyssul, Cardigan, ascend Victualler. July 30 at 11 at 
office of Jones, Llandyssul 

Thomas, William Henvy, Stoke upon Trent, Stafford, Flour Dealer. July 30 at 11 
at office of Kent, Chancery lane, Longton 

Veal, Jesse, Willenhall, Stafford, Grocer. July 30 at 11 at office of Clarke, New- 
road, Willenhall 

Veals, William. Bristol, Builder. July 30 at 2 at office of Phillips, Small st, Bristol. 
Roberts, Bristol 

Walton, Thomas, Swinton, nr Rotherham, Licensed Victualler. Aug 1at 3at 

White, Thomas Rood, Bristol, Geheral Dealer, Jul fice of Essery, 

e, Th ood, Bristo ne er. 27 at 12 at o} 

John st, Broad st, Bristol ° & 


ee 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 


Oe Ree pene ho mot mt 
e Faculty pronounce most nutritious, per- 
sand digest sstibin be or Breakfast, Luncheon, or 


Bupper, and invaluable ‘or ievalide and Children.” 
ghly commended by the geek Medical Press. 
Being hout sugar, eploe, oF other admixture, it suits 
all en, pee betrer 1 climates, and is four times 
the COCOAS THICKENED yet yve iy tnd with 
ures. 


starch, _ cod IN eee Sere than such res: | Designs, &¢. 
e instantaneously w Zz rane & teaspoo 
reakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpe Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 
Cocoatina aLa Str is the most cen 2, digestible, 
eapest Manilla C: may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prokibi 
Tn tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s,, 68, 6d., &c., by Chemists 
G 200, 208, and 204, 


Heh wie 4 the Sole Prop 


rocers, 
Charities on Booval 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Ada am-street, Landen. on reasonable terms 





ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 

nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &e. 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 





ed Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
ed Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead 


THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS. 





HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


Tottenham Court-road, oOndon, W 
N.B.—Household Furnitur® Warehouse? °r Removed 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE fs MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CiERGY GoWds 
ESTABLISHED 168% 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


and 








PSR LT BENE LO GES I USO RE ISR al 
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ie 
a 
a 
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EASTERN TELEGRAPH COMPANY, Lumiteo, 


ISSUE OF 500,000 £4 PER CENT. MORTGAGE DEBENTURE STOCK. 
Interest payable 1st May and 1st November. 


JOHN PENDER, Esq., M.P., Chairman. | 
THE MARQUIS OF TWEEDDALE, Vice-Chairman. 
LORD SACKVILLE A. CECIL. 

GEORGE GARDEN NICOL, Esq. 








SUBSCRIPTION PRICE, £95 PER £100 STOCK. 


Payable £5 per cent. on Application. 
£45 per cent. on Allotment. 
£45 on Ast October, 1883. 


With option to pay in full on Allotment under Discount. 





Directors. 


GENERAL LORD ALFRED PAGET. 
JOHN DENISON PENDER, Esq. 
CHARLES W. STRONGE, Esq., C.B. 
(Official Director appointed by H.M. Treasury). 


Manacine Drrector.—Sir JAMES ANDERSON. 
Banxers.—Messrs. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE, & CO., 67, Lombard-street, London. 


SrecreTtary.—Mr. GEORGE DRAPER. 





boone til PROSPECTUS. 








The directors of the Eastern Telegraph Com: Limited The company 8 cables mod ed vith few exceptions, laid in depths of wales which 
receive subscriptions - £500,000 £4 a it. Mo: pony Gobet t 8 ct, issued permit repairs neg ony th facility and economy by its own shi 
under the ——_ of _ wm Pong by which the Company’s M The net eve revenue of the pte dn after paying all working and o' r expenses, 
Debentare tock constitu’ t charge on the undertaking and revenie aner income-tax, &c., for the three years ending 3ist March, 1883, was as follows :— 

the —_ and the total Btn issuable is never to exceed one-third of the 1881 £367,523 
aida share cogil. of the ber toy for the time being $00,000 Pret Sha MMT ot cad cee ip veltces, Sores 7 ee wh o0'368,882 

o ahare are ae consists 0} Ordinary an reference res 
Soe Sone « at a premium. { ee = 


The present issue 


separate com: 
ora 


orp Syra, and 


Ih Company, worked by the company, runs 


is made for redemption of Terminable Debentures falling due 
in October next, and for payment for the Trieste-Corfu Telegraph Cable and 
other important expenditures on capital account. 

The couneny was formed in 1872 by amalgamati 
. It now owns about 18,250 miles of submarine telegraph 
of du: agg Fos on in some cases tripli: 


between I and Greece 





cate lines between England, 


7. Sa a Perry Ad 
Islands of the Levant, and extendin, 
tinople, from ign mone oy *) cable 7 the Black Sea a Broad-street, London. 





and the dividends and bonus pet on the ordinary shares have been in the corre- 
ponding periods at the rate o 

The reserve funds at 31st 
on of four then existing | revenue) stood at £569,828, of which £328,574 was at that date invested in a scoueas 

Subscriptions in any of ‘the existing debentures of the com: 

at par va. ” of cash, ey —_ Ca - - Kos conus — up to the ve hve 
Ade: and Bombay, with a series 4 ear’ te for ent 0: rest on the debenture s 

Y Y, 2 Pros) ~ Sherdered oni foves of application may be obtained at the offices, 66, Old 


per cent., 54 per cent., and 6 per cent. 
arch, 1883, of the com: ny (accumulated from 








The Freehold Man a Vator of Afton, Fresh- 
e C) or ts) n, 
At the ay orgs tg! eee aiiie of “we —Only harmin Marin 


one mile 


tfully renee and compact Residential 
Estate, i freehol ith 
pe ante id, pi wipemer family 


overlooking a wi 2 of es country, 

et agqtensive and ‘taste tennis y hg a enhanced by fact that 
en 

walled-in SGtchen es gan 


&c. P 
enient distance from th h 
hh _ two the ouse is excellent stabling, 


tore mentioned ; in 
reece 


the whole embracing 


FOL te tae 188, at ONE 1 B.C. o8, WEDNE the 
Oo 
above charming RESIDENTIAL EST TE, 


Se a 


- areas, Ge cd g 
ly possession of the whole may 


Be mae ving town of Andover, 


two 

cae onl Picket Twenty 

an area of 407a. Or. 39p. 

ESSRS, FREDERICK ELLEN & SON | “Attractive RESID 
will SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, 


accommodation.—The 





acres, 
including a considerable portion of nm Down, a 
vanaint tract of elevated ao upon the cliff over- 
ooking Freshwater Bay, and offering some lovely 
Dalkdiee sites, the demand fo for which will be greatly 
by the the Bill has just pod 
for the formation of the Freshwater, Yar- 


mouth, and Ne Railway. 

aos 13 acres; alsoa cnr. FARMER & BRIDGEWATER are instructed 
sets of agricultural build- | by the first Mo to SELL, at the MART, on 
to; ether DAY, A ST 9, at TWO, in Two Lots 
(unless an acceptable offer be on BREBHOUD made for the 
entirety), the phove-neened D MANOR 

ENTIAL ESTATE, 
N HOUSE, a substantial stone-built 


ae containing fourteen bed-rooms, large pic- 


ouse, situate 


laced at a con- 


.C., on WEDNESDAY, 
pacman —— 


Particulars, with lith hed ma: park, which, with its ons, embraces 
tained at the Mart, Tokenhonse-yard, London, ¥. 7 an area of upwards of 80 acres, and con’ a ous 
of Thos. Lamb, Esq, So Boliciter, Andover; 4, rookery. ere are two gardens and ex- 
cards = view, Auctioneers, = tensive stab , two entrances with carriage drives, 
Andover. one from the Newport road, the other from the Yar- 

mouth road ; pasture lands ee to 





CLAPHAM JUNCTION, 8.W. 


also adjoining 
o River Yar, the a forming a very 
about 117 acres, The water su supply for 
being from a spring in Se taper 


ouse, with ome canaazond, 
of dog-kennels, in which the Isle of Wigh 
of the Station, Sondnchanhs were until recen nepety Sy). © and about 469 
per an- | acres of land. The farm is divi into large enclo- 
- | sures, and includes a fine tract of Afton Down. which, 
and small lots, and ebme no distant date, must be of t yas & or 


pure. is as m fet for 
to Fg mnie Alsoa Freehold nen . Janene Sg and ALF Yo 
Ground-rent of £ ig! 4 7 


btained), some se daeinin wang Ko 
pene vm anid tat tee ver Ya “ 


at Walton-on-the-Naze, | riverside r, and 

svisdiatte bem rake in a ears, | very fertile ble tana, which is 
to be BOLD by AUCTION by crepgis excellent, batley #oll the who cnn mbadla 
Mixes. 3 HUMBERT & SONS, ts: the | Fonte’ of 412 per pot os 
if SAY, AUGUBE at C., on Sigg Poy roe k and adjacent jand at Freshwater 


Particular is in 
obtained an excellent ensiy t tenant of long 

of Mesers. BR. 8. Taylor, umbert, Solicitors, ‘4 

Field-court, ina 6. and of ti Particulars, with plans 


WL, 


at pines of pale; 


long standing. 
ig Brehm coy heey bem 
the Auc- be obtained of Mesers. James Solict. 


), | tors, N Gh Ra ie 
pany heee{ meting Wight) ant of 








HAYWARD’S HEATH, SUSSEX. 
Attractive Freehold Residential Estate of — 
close to the town and juncti on as te f stati 
faywonts. Heath onthe L. B. & 8. C. Railway, 
comprising a fine old Residence of the time of Queen 
Anne, together with about 190 acres of — 
and beautifully-timbered arable, Get’ ee 
land, with extensive a i to eae and 
offering grand building si 
M R. JOHN LEES is instructed fo SELL 


8 





iH 


by AUCTION, at the MART, T. 

er on THURS DAY. JULY 2, at TWO o'clock 
One ie more I Lots, the above valuable 

FREE OLD PROPERTY, off @ rare oppor 


ity of acq an j ste for ntial repay | 
with excellent sporting, and from its easy distance 
London and Brighton, proximity to railway 
beautiful locality 


may be A btained of Messrs, Munton & 
Morris, Solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-street, E.C.; 
and of Mr. John Lees, Auctioneer and Land pee yr 
Reigate, Surrey. 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND 
to announce that their SALES by AUCTION 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, and 
others is particularly called to this ready means for the 
disposal of property of deceased and other clients. 

In consequence of the frequency of their Sales, Messrs, 
J. & D. are enabled to include large or small quantities at 
short notice (if required). 


Valuations for Probate or Transfer. Terms on 
cation to the City Auction Rooms (established 1793), 8 
“er a Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

rs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that ther 
Fh nny Sales of Wearing qo » Piece Goods, 
hold and Office Furniture, Bedding, 
held on each day of the week (Gctardays excepted). 


eens. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
| ARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, inoluding 
Landed Estates, T’ Ts og Reside H 


y, nces, 

and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Renta, 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
eetalned, foe Tt charg’, * thelr offices, 80, a 

5 or sen! return for two stamps. 
Pariloulars for aneerticn choad id be received not later than 
four days previous to the eud of the preceding month, 
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